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ABSTRACT
The History of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman
University From an Innovation Theory Perspective: Alpha Cohort 2012
by Jennifer D. Dinielli
Purpose: The purpose of this historical research study was to document the development
of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman University from
concept and design to implementation with the Alpha cohort of 2012. In addition, it was
the purpose of this study to chronicle the decisions that guided program development and
the factors that influenced key leaders and decisions from an innovation perspective of
Bolman and Deal’s four-frame model of structural, human resource, political, and
symbolic frames.
Methodology: In this historical study, artifact and relic review and interviews were
utilized to secure data from key leaders involved in the concept, design, and
implementation of the Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership. While
the artifacts and relics enabled the researcher to understand the concept, design, and
implementation of the program, the interviews were used to hear the story of this time
period through the eyes and in the words of the key leaders.
Findings: The findings for this research study emphasized the vital nature of multiframe
thinking and the human resource frame for swift organizational innovation. The findings
also illustrated the importance of decision-making aligned to fervently held core values
within a culture of “do whatever it takes,” which includes access to resources and
removal of barriers.
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Conclusions: By examining factors considered and decisions made from an innovation
standpoint of Bolman and Deal’s four frames—structural, human resource, political, and
symbolic—leaders in higher education can understand and develop the type of practices
that are crucial to lead innovation at the fast pace demanded in today’s organizations.
Recommendations: Further research is recommended, which will widen, extend, and
fortify this study through replication within the timespan of 2017 to present day:
consideration of other internal stakeholder perspectives in the Brandman doctoral
program, examination of program impact on students, analysis of organizational impact
made by Brandman doctoral graduates in the states of California and Washington,
analysis of Brandman doctoral faculty roles compared to faculty roles in traditional
universities, and study of doctoral program innovation in other universities.
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PREFACE
Following discussions regarding the importance of historical studies of
institutions of higher education, particularly those utilizing innovative practices, two
doctoral students in collaboration with faculty members developed a common interest in
researching innovative practices in education doctoral programs. This resulted in a
thematic study by a research team of two doctoral students. This qualitative historical
study of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman University
from an innovation perspective was designed with a focus on Bolman and Deal’s (2017)
four-frame model: structural frame, human resource frame, political frame, and symbolic
frame. Each researcher interviewed at least eight present or former members of the
Brandman University doctoral program faculty or staff to determine the extent to which
each frame and which combination of frames might have been most important to the
development and evolution of the innovative doctoral program.
To ensure thematic consistency and reliability, the team developed the purpose
statement, research questions, definitions of terms, interview questions, survey, and study
procedures. This researcher interviewed identified Brandman University faculty and staff
who were identified as having played a pivotal role in the doctoral program with the
Alpha cohort of 2012. Throughout the study, the term peer researchers is used to refer to
the researchers who conducted the thematic study. My fellow doctoral student and peer
researcher and I studied the history of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in
Education with the following populations: Jennifer Dinielli, concept design through
implementation with the Alpha cohort of 2012; and Rebecca Farley, Beta cohort of 2013
through Zeta cohort of 2017. The historical narrative developed by the peer researcher as
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part of this thematic study is included in this study to provide the reader the benefit of
continuity. Sources cited in the historical narrative told by the peer researcher are found
in the reference section of that complete study.

xix

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Throughout human history, people have created the world around them through
innovation (Lockwood & Papke, 2018). Innovation is vital to the creation, survival, and
self-renewal of all societies, institutions, systems, and the human experience (Kanter,
1983). Lockwood and Papke (2018) asserted that “humankind’s desire and drive for
innovation is breathtaking. Innovation is who we are. It is what we do best” (p. 10).
Innovation has played a vital role in the birth and rebirth of many nations,
including America (Drucker, 2014). Early American colonists used innovation to break
away from England and create a new nation. While the creation of this new nation was
born out of disenchantment with the state of affairs at the time, all institutions and
systems eventually outlive themselves and are faced with the need to innovate (Drucker,
2014). This importance of innovation was affirmed by Thomas Jefferson who, after
contributing to the creation of this nation, declared the need for innovation to continue
through every generation (Staloff, 2005).
Just as innovation has been vital to the creation of nations, innovation has been
vital to the birth and rebirth of organizations (Drucker, 2014). In today’s global
economy, innovation is key to organizational survival. Organizations must innovate at
the rate of change in the world around them to be healthy and to survive (Drucker, 2014;
Morgan, 1997). In fact, as early as the 1900s, Schumpter (1911) postulated that the
dynamic disequilibrium brought on by innovation, rather than equilibrium, is the norm of
a healthy organization and economy. A century later, in the early 2000s, Complexica
exemplified the type of innovation needed for survival when they became one of the first
virtual organizations with employees in geographically spread out locations connected to
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each other electronically (Rogers, 2003). This new type of organization is now
widespread and is meeting the changing demands of the marketplace.
Similarly, in higher education, innovation has proven vital to the survival of
institutions. The modern American university grew out of a need for change in the 1600s
with the creation of Harvard College (Geiger, 2014). Two centuries later, the colleges of
the 1800s were experiencing enrollment declines of 50% despite a tripling of the
population in the country (Drucker, 1993). These once innovative colleges were no
longer surviving (Drucker, 1993). In response to the needs of the marketplace, in the
early 1900s, “American university presidents created and built a new ‘American
university’—both distinctly new and distinctly American—which then, after World War I
soon gained for the United States worldwide leadership in scholarship and research”
(Drucker, 2014, pp. 23-24).
This need for innovation in higher education continues today (Drucker, 2014).
This change is being driven by technology and a new generation of learners looking for
anytime, anyplace learning (Amrein-Beardsley et al., 2012). This new generation of
diverse students is willing to embrace the technological changes of the market and is
seeking an educational model no longer restricted to the college student of American
tradition. As scholarly practitioners from a range of life and work situations, these
modern American graduate students require an innovative educational model that meets
their needs to engage as scholarly and influential practitioners with the information,
aptitudes, and qualities needed to confront problems of practice, provide leadership, and
improve their organizations (Amrein-Beardsley et al., 2012).
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Background
Innovation
Humankind is a product of innovation (Harari, 2015). Societies have been
conceived, social structures constructed, and new ventures arisen, which have taken
people on cognitive, agricultural, and scientific revolutions as a result of innovation
(Harari, 2015). The ability of humankind to innovate is so much of who people are and
so critical to the regeneration and survival of all societies, systems, and organizations that
innovation is a hallmark of the species (Kanter, 1983; Lockwood & Papke, 2018). In
fact, from the development of nations to scientific advances, human innovation
continually propels the world forward, guiding and changing every facet of the human
experience from the way people live to the way people work and play (Harari, 2015;
Lockwood & Papke, 2018).
Innovation in Organizations
In today’s global economy, continued innovation is fundamental to survival for all
types of organizations, including privately held corporations and institutions of higher
education. History has shown that even capacious success in the past does not guarantee
success in the future, and with the rapid rate of change in the world, maintaining the
status quo is no longer an option (Drucker, 2014). Without innovation, all organizations,
including those who have realized great success, will eventually outlive themselves and
become irrelevant.
This end-of-life cycle experience befalls successful and unsuccessful
organizations at the same speed and with the same force (Drucker, 2014). In fact,
Morgan (1997) asserted,
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Once successful companies are finding that sure-hit formulas no longer work.
People, and even whole communities are finding the world move beneath their
feet as traditional markets, industries and sources of employment disappear under
the impact of new information technologies and a restructuring of the world
economy. (p. xxvii)
Rather than continuing to do what worked in the past, individuals and organizations must
find new ways of working. Innovation has become essential to survival.
Theoretical Foundations for Innovation or Change Theory
Innovative organizations continually experience and move through a dynamic
flow of change cycles (Damanpour & Schneider, 2006, 2009). Many theoretical
frameworks detail the dynamic process of the life cycle of change in organizations
ranging from the initial adoption of innovation through implementation, diffusion, and
sustainability. The theoretical frameworks are typically organized into four areas:
breakthrough innovations, disruptive innovations, open innovation, and sustainable or
incremental innovations. These approaches or frames are not mutually exclusive because
innovation is a vibrant, fluid change strategy, and different paths are taken based on the
organizations and their goals. Each of the following frameworks, presented in
chronological order, has relevance as an approach to innovation and change.
Rogers’s diffusion of innovation model. Based on Tarde’s initial research in
1903 on the diffusion of innovations, which explained that innovation moves through a
cycle in which an idea is adopted and then reinvented by others across an organization,
Rogers’s (1962) diffusion of innovation model was developed. Like Tarde’s model,
Rogers’s model is based on the concept that within an organization, innovations are
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adopted and diffused at varying rates based on the innovation itself, communication
within the organization, time, social system, and type of adopters (Rogers, 1976, 2003;
Sinek 2009). More specifically, the innovation adoption occurs on a curve with the
innovation becoming self-sustaining when a critical mass of adopters embraces the
innovation. The primary premise of this model is that the innovativeness of the adopters
is the most significant factor in an innovation diffusing through an organization (Rogers,
1976, 2003; Sinek, 2009).
Kubler-Ross change curve. Another theory that emerged in the same decade as
Rogers’s (1962) diffusion of innovations is the Kubler-Ross (1969) change curve.
Although originally introduced as a theory for stages that individuals experience specific
to change associated with death, this model was widely accepted and found to be
applicable to a range of situations related to changes in the lives of individuals and
organizations. This model is now commonly used to understand the stages that
individuals experience when dealing with organizational change (Kubler-Ross, 1969).
Like Roger’s model, the Kubler-Ross model emphasized human responsiveness as a
critical component of the diffusion of the innovation (Wright, 2009). Specifically, the
Kubler-Ross (1969) framework makes clear that when experiencing change, individuals
will experience a range of emotions over time, with a direct relationship existing between
the stage an individual is experiencing, time, and the individual’s performance related to
the change. According to Wright (2009), recent studies have shown that when those in
organizational leadership understand the role of human emotions related to change and
match organizational strategy accordingly, not only can the individuals be better
supported, but the change can also be accelerated.
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Collins and Porras organizational vision framework. In 1996, Collins and
Porras introduced a conceptual framework, which defined organizational vision as
consisting of two components: core ideology and an envisioned future or clear and
compelling unifying focal point (Collins & Porras, 2002). While the Collins and Porras
framework emphasized the importance of human responsiveness to innovation or change,
the traditional view that individuals within an organization buy into change was tested by
the Collins and Porras framework (Rushworth, 2008). In this model, the human drive is
at the core of the visioning process that leads the organizational innovation and change
through both calm and turbulent times (Collins & Porras, 2002). Regardless of the
driving force for change, consistent across these models for change and innovation is an
emphasis on the need for organizations to innovate in order to survive (Collins & Hansen,
2011; Rushworth, 2008).
Kotter’s 8-step process for leading change. The same year that Collins and
Porras introduced their framework for organizational vision, Kotter (1996) introduced an
8-step model for leading change. Foundational to Kotter’s model is the idea that
innovation and change are the only constants in an organization (Kotter, 2014). In this
framework, Kotter detailed organizational change through eight steps, including creating
a sense of urgency, forming powerful coalitions, developing a vision, communicating,
empowering action, creating short-term wins, consolidating gains, and strengthening
change by anchoring it in the organizational culture. Similar to the Collins and Porras
(2002) model, Kotter (2014) viewed innovation as critical to organizational survival but
provided a path more focused on specific leadership actions of those in charge rather than
the feelings or actions that follow leading the charge.
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Ackerman Anderson and Anderson’s change leader’s roadmap. A theory of
organizational innovation and change that has emerged in recent decades is Ackerman
Anderson and Anderson’s (2010) change leader’s roadmap. While designed to transform
an organization from where it is to where it wants to be, unlike other models, this ninephase framework incorporates three elements of content, people, and process that work in
an integrated manner. While the Ackerman Anderson and Anderson model was
originally designed for application in military institutions, it has since been effectively
utilized in hundreds of organizations, including institutions of higher education (Change
Leader, Inc., n.d.). In fact, according to Change Leader, Inc. (n.d.), through a
comprehensive alignment of the change leader’s roadmap with an educational
institution’s strategies, structures, and processes, higher education institutions have been
successful in implementing innovation and change while retaining their fiercely held
tenets. Although distinct in the approach to innovation and change, change leader’s
roadmap, like each of the frameworks, is centered on the principle that innovation is
crucial to organizational survival and renewal, and without it, any organization will
become irrelevant and ultimately cease to exist (Ramezan, Sanjaghi, & Rahimian Kalateh
Baly, 2013).
Theoretical Framework—Bolman and Deal’s Four-Frame Model
Following the emergence of a range of frameworks and models to describe and
frame innovation and organizational change, Bolman and Deal (2017) created a model of
four organizational frames based on multiple theories of organizational innovation,
change, and process. These frames are structural, human resource, political, and
symbolic. According to Berger (2014), frames are critical to organizational life because
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they define the questions asked, filters utilized for processing information, and the
solutions considered. The structural frame focuses on organizational architecture,
including policies, procedures, and roles; the human resource frame focuses on people in
the organization and understanding their emotions and drives; the political frame focuses
on scarcity of resources, including interests and power; and the symbolic frame focuses
on the heart of the organization, prioritizing meaning, story, ceremony, and ritual. Each
frame represents a varied perspective and has its own image of reality.
Just as the Bolman and Deal (2017) framework is based on the distillation of
many models for organizational change and innovation, the highest and best use of the
four frames includes leveraging all four frames and seeing the challenges and
opportunities facing an organization from multiple perspectives. Bolman and Deal
claimed that through seeing the organization from a viewpoint of multiple frames, leaders
of organizations are better equipped to see situations for what they really are, which is
critical for leading with the accelerated rate of change faced by all institutions.
According to Goldman and Smith (1991), Bolman and Deal’s (2017) model can be
utilized to lead and study innovation in public and private organizations, including
institutions of higher education.
Innovation in Higher Education
From its inception, the American university has characterized itself as different
from the original universities of Europe by affording a wide range of students with social
and economic mobility through the process of continual renewal and innovation. The
birth of the American university took place in the early 1600s with the creation of
Harvard College (Rudolph, 1990). Harvard College served as a place to educate Puritan
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ministers and the leaders of the New World (Rudolph, 1990). Following the creation of
Harvard, before the Revolutionary War, nine colleges were founded in America. In this
era, there was little emphasis on completing a degree. Rather, students attended for 1 to 2
years and then went into professional life (Thelin, 2011). Following the Revolutionary
War, the American public university went through a rebirth. Through this innovation, the
American university made a broader appeal to the middle-class American, expanding the
ability of the average American to experience social and economic mobility (Rudolph,
1990). A century later, by the end of the Civil War, these once innovative universities of
the colonial era were no longer meeting the needs of American students (Drucker, 2001).
Student enrollment had decreased significantly even in the face of a burgeoning
population. Once again, the American university went through a rebirth. This innovation
led to the creation of a markedly new American institution, which positioned the United
States as a worldwide front-runner in research and scholarship (Drucker, 2001). Today,
the United States boasts over 7,000 colleges and universities (National Center for
Educational Statistics, n.d.). According to Zinshteyn (2017), California’s most recent
innovation is community colleges offering a bachelor’s degree in a pilot program,
responding to a changing market.
History of the Doctorate in Education
American universities continued to innovate with the development of the
doctorate in education in the late 1800s. This degree was launched at Teacher’s College,
Columbia University, as a PhD in Education in 1893 (Shulman, Golde, Bueschel, &
Garabedian, 2006). Nearly 3 decades after the conception of the PhD in Education, the
Education Doctorate (EdD), an innovative practitioner-focused degree in education, was
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inaugurated at Harvard University (Perry, 2010). By 1947, 27 institutions were offering
both degree options, and the trend continued with both degrees gaining popularity across
the nation (Andersen, 1983). Despite the intention to provide innovative degrees,
offering two terminal degrees in the same discipline was a challenge for the field of
education. This challenge prompted academic administrators or leaders to examine and
deliberate the two types of degree programs, including their likenesses and differences.
Historical evaluations of the doctorate in education. Beginning in 1931 with
Freeman’s landmark study and continuing through the turn of the century, studies were
conducted regarding the distinguishing characteristics between the EdD and the PhD
degrees. Freeman’s (1931) landmark study found that the primary difference between the
two degrees was the foreign language requirement for PhD students and the prior
professional experience requirement for EdD students. Additionally, differences existed
in the final research project, with PhD students required to produce original research and
EdD students required to engage in current research in the field. While some differences
existed between the degrees, providing two terminal degrees in the same field proved
challenging and led to academic study and debate for the distinction in the two degrees.
Evaluation in the 1960s and 1980s. Evaluations of the differences between the
two degrees continued in the 1960s (Brown, 1966; Brown & Slater, 1960; Ludlow,
Sanderson, & Pugh, 1964). In these studies, researchers found nominal differences in the
degree programs and the outcomes for students. Graduates from either EdD or PhD
programs often accepted college teaching positions and received salary increases,
promotions, and increased opportunities throughout the country. Andersen (1983)
conducted a survey of 167 American universities that offered a doctoral degree in
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education. Like prior studies, the results of the Andersen study showed that EdD and
PhD programs were marked by a high degree of similarities in rigorous admission
requirements, in-depth curriculum, and preparation of graduates to serve as practitioners
or researchers in the field of education.
The practitioner degree. In the years 2001-2005, the Carnegie Initiative on the
Doctorate (CID) engaged in a study on doctoral education across six disciplines.
Education emerged as the discipline most in need of attention because of lack of clarity
between its two doctoral degree paths (Perry, 2013). This finding was followed up by a
2007 study by the Council of Graduate Schools (CGS). The CGS (2007) study
distinguished the two doctoral degrees by describing the EdD as foundational for
transforming a field of professional practice and the PhD as foundational for transforming
the knowledge in a discipline. The two degrees were definitively and conclusively
redefined by an envisioned purpose. Based on the clarity provided by CGS on the
intention and necessity of the EdD, beginning in 2007, Carnegie Project on the Education
Doctorate (CPED) institutions of higher education were challenged to use new
understanding in a process of innovation to refine EdD programs (CPED, 2009; Perry,
2013).
The Education Doctorate (EdD) and Innovation–University of La Verne
Prior to CID and CPED, the University of La Verne embarked on the
development of an EdD program in educational leadership beginning in 1973 as “an
experiment in responsive, experiential education designed to empower the student to take
control of his or her own learning” (Cook, 2000, pp. 6-7). In a historical study, Cook
(2000) traced the social and cultural elements of the era that prompted the University of
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La Verne’s dramatic break from tradition. To that end, Cook shared the stories of those
who were involved in revising the program that became a model of innovation by
focusing on the needs of the current student body and the promise of a practitionerfocused doctoral experience. According to Cook (2000),
The University of La Verne program deviated from traditional Ed.D. programs so
greatly that their 1981 WASC accreditation visit resulted in censure from the
visiting committee for program elements such as requiring all students to have
educational administration experience and focusing less on independent original
research. (p. 112)
In a historical study utilizing the Collins and Porras (1996) framework, Cook (2000) told
the stories of the key leaders involved in envisioning and implementing a practitionerfocused EdD that valued student professional experience and was grounded in the
application of research in real educational settings for the purpose of improving the
profession.
Brandman University. Just as the La Verne program was created in an effort to innovate
and better serve the needs of the market, in 2011, Brandman University conceptualized
and designed an innovative EdD program. This program proposed the development of a
scholarly practitioner degree that would be inaugurated in the summer of 2012
(Watermark Insights, 2011). According to Watermark Insights (2011), the degree
program was designed as a distinctive program to provide adult learners with access to
excellence in education while also providing flexibility and creating lasting value and
relevance for careers in the current market. The program was further designed to be
compatible with the values of the university, emphasizing a strong component of

12

innovation, service orientation, integrity in leadership, and attention to developing leaders
who have the skills and commitment to teamwork. Specifically, university leaders set out
to
develop strategic, innovative and caring leaders, and practitioners who are able to
fulfill the promise and purpose of education in a pluralistic and democratic society
by promoting the individual to become a transformational agent of change within
local, state, national and/or global communities. (Watermark Insights, 2011, p. 1)
The specific mission of the program was to “develop visionary leaders who are
creative agents of change in transforming their diverse organizations through
collaboration, innovation, positive influence, strategic thinking and a profound
commitment to lifelong learning” (Watermark Insights, 2011, p. 2). The philosophy of
the program rested on a core belief that good leaders are reflective practitioners with
strong character who possess a deep concern for others and the skills to lead their
organization. Further, program developers emphasized a belief that strong leaders are
lifelong learners who value professional collaboration. Specific program learning
outcomes included visionary leadership, diversity, collaborative relationships, political
intelligence, strategic thinking, creativity, and sustained innovation.
Structurally, as is true with most educational programs, the Brandman doctoral
program was designed with classes of students based on the year students started in the
program. A naming convention using the Greek alphabet was utilized to refer to each
group starting with the initial cohort in 2012 called the Alpha cohort. Courses were
offered online with face-to-face sessions required monthly in a group setting and 3 times
a year at a multiday immersion near the main university campus in Irvine. Each student
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was assigned to a smaller group also called a cohort that was led by a cohort mentor.
Classes were to include synchronous and asynchronous sessions aimed to balance
independent learning with collaboration. Online instructional strategies were designed to
access the latest in technological advances and a range of formats (Watermark Insights,
2011).
This EdD program in organizational leadership represented innovation and a
substantive change from the traditional design of EdD programs (Watermark Insights,
2011). Throughout the journey of program concept, design, implementation, and
evolution, key leaders were faced with a multitude of decisions. The essence of the
thoughts and decisions made by key leaders in the program make up the story of
Brandman’s EdD program.
Statement of the Research Problem
Innovation is vital to the survival and self-renewal of societies, organizations,
systems, and the human experience (Kanter, 1983). In fact, innovation is so critical to
lifespan and self-renewal that without it all institutions will eventually outlive their
significance to society (Drucker, 2014; Tushman & O’Reilly, 2002). To remain healthy
and enduring, even successful innovative organizations must continually examine their
practices and innovate at the rate of change in the world around them (Drucker, 2014;
Kanter, 1983; Morgan, 1997). One method that can be utilized to study organizational
innovation over a lifespan is historical research.
Historical research provides a critical examination, analysis, and documentation
of the past (Carr, 1961; Gottschalk, 1951). This type of in-depth account allows
individuals or organizations to benefit from past experiences, decisions, and impacts that
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are realized over a lifespan as a means to inform a progressed future (Beach, 1969; Carr,
1961; Gottschalk, 1951; Moss, 1974). In innovative organizations, this type of in-depth
understanding is significant given that by design, innovation causes changes in
organizational teams, politics, and culture (Tushman & O’Reilly, 2002). Chronicling the
factors and key events that influenced leaders and led to the concept, design,
implementation, and evolution of an organization and conveying the existing culture that
cultivated such decisions can provide essential guidance to leaders of today and
tomorrow as they face the demands of innovative decision making in the organizations
they lead (Tushman & O’Reilly, 2002).
Historical studies on innovative businesses are burgeoning in the literature
(Collins, 2001; Collins & Porras, 2002; Kanter, 1983; Lashinsky, 2013; Michelli, 2012).
These studies provide leaders of today with in-depth historical accounts of innovative
institutions, including what worked, what failed, and the lessons learned from the
thoughts and actions of leaders within these organizations (Collins & Porras, 2002).
Furthermore, they afford the reader with a narrative of decisions made, factors
considered, and the organizational culture and principles that fostered these decisions.
Drucker (2014) championed such studies as critical in serving as guidebooks for those
boldly leading innovation in organizations today, affirming the role of the past in
inspiring the ideas of the future.
While innovation is critical to the lifespan of all organizations, it is particularly
crucial in the American university (Astin & Astin, 2000). After all, it is from the
American university that advances in social mobility, social justice, technology, science,
and medicine across the nation and world have been born (Brubacher & Rudy, 2004;
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Lucas, 2006). It is this culture of innovation within the American university that has led
this great nation to distinction time after time. Research repeatedly affirms that the future
of these types of societal advances and the continual demand for new pioneering
leadership skills necessary to succeed in the fast-paced advancing world hinge on
continued innovation in the American university (Astin & Astin, 2000, Brubacher &
Rudy, 2004; Drucker, 2014; Lucas, 2006).
In order to intelligently innovate at the rate necessary in the American university
today, learning from the innovations of the past is critical. However, the existing body of
research on innovation in the American university is limited. The majority of studies of
innovation focus on the business world while the research that does exist related to the
American university focuses on specialized programmatic implementation or results
(Brubacher & Rudy, 2004; Drucker, 2014; Rudolph, 1990; Thelin, 2011). Very few
studies include the type of account that would allow for large-scale examination of the
culture that existed, the decisions made, or factors considered by those leading the
innovation within the university (V. A. Anderson, 2011; Miller & Curry, 2014; Perry &
Imig, 2008; R. Taylor & Storey, 2011; Townsend, 2002).
Cook (2000) provided the most thorough historical study in higher education on
the innovative University of La Verne doctoral program. In this study, Cook provided
critical large-scale documentation of the organizational history, the principles driving the
decisions of the key leaders, and the culture that allowed for innovation to cultivate.
However, the Cook study is almost 20 years old, and since the development of the La
Verne program, great changes have occurred in technological advancement, student
demographics, and the foundational principles for creating a practitioner-focused

16

education doctorate that receives respect for its value to the discipline (Drucker, 2014;
Shulman et al., 2006; Townsend, 2002). Drucker (2014) asserted that continuing to study
innovation in all fields and understanding the history and culture of an organization,
including higher education institutions, is critical to document the past and to inform the
future.
Studies of the past indicate that the demand for innovative leadership skills rooted
in an understanding of the past will be critical for the success of individuals and
organizations in the future (Collins & Porras, 2002; Drucker, 2014; Perry, 2013;
Tushman & O’Reilly, 2002). A highly effective method for developing the type of
leadership skills necessary to lead organizational innovation and change is to study the
innovation and change that has come before (Drucker, 2014). Studying the lifespan of
successful innovative American university doctoral programs is not only strategic and
essential to the existence of such programs in the future but also will provide leaders in
the future with understanding of why the past was shaped in a specific manner and what
conditions fostered such advancement. Nevertheless, the literature revealed limited
historical studies that concentrate on American university doctoral programs (Cook,
2000). This reality, paired with the continued position of American universities to
influence social mobility in the nation and world, necessitates the urgency for further
research of innovation and change in the American university.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this historical research study was to document the development of
the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman University from concept
and design to implementation with the Alpha cohort of 2012. In addition, it was the
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purpose of this study to chronicle the decisions that guided program development and the
factors that influenced key leaders and decisions from an innovation perspective of
Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four-frame model of structural, human resource, political, and
symbolic frames.
Research Questions
1. What were the key structural factors and decisions that led to the creation and
evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership?
2. What were the key human resource factors and decisions that led to the creation and
evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership?
3. What were the key political factors and decisions that led to the creation and evolution
of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?
4. What were the key symbolic factors and decisions that led to the creation and evolution
of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?
5. What frame or combination of frames do the participants perceive had the greatest
impact on the creation and development of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?
Significance of the Problem
Recent research has steadfastly recommended the need for innovation in EdD
programs to meet the changing needs of students and the professions (Shulman et al.,
2006). As a result of these recommendations, in the past 2 decades, many EdD programs
have been reenvisioned, and new programs have been created (Miller & Curry, 2014).
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While this innovation is significant, it does not represent an end point. The American
university must continue to reinvent itself, not only to survive but also to remain relevant
to the nation and the world. In fact, as the world continues to evolve, and an increasing
number of students enroll in the American university with ever-changing needs, Astin
and Astin (2000) affirmed that innovation and change in higher education are as
important for the present and future as they have been in the past.
Just as studying innovation of the past is critical to the future, Denning (2011)
maintained that learning from the stories of the past is a critical component of a
successful future. Through these stories, leaders of today can learn about the history of
an organization, including decisions made, factors that influenced decisions, and
organizational culture and conditions that fostered such innovation. Although a body of
research exists on innovative doctoral programs, the focus is on specific programmatic
innovation and differentiating factors between the EdD and PhD degrees (Townsend,
2002). A lack of research exists documenting the in-depth past of individual EdD
programs (V. A. Anderson, 2011; Miller & Curry, 2014; Perry, 2013; R. Taylor &
Storey, 2011). Yet, this very type of historical research is what is necessary for leaders of
today to understand the advancement of an organization through the eyes and words of
the key leaders.
This study of the innovation at Brandman University may be helpful to leaders at
the university as well as leaders of other university programs across the nation as they
consider how factors of the past have influenced today and as they plan for the future
(Gottschalk, 1951). In this study, through interviews and sharing of artifacts, the key
leaders at Brandman University will be empowered to tell the stories that make up the
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history of the program. This chronicling of the recollections of the key leaders in their
own words will allow for an examination of decisions made and factors that influenced
those decisions as the university conceptualized, developed, and implemented this
innovative program (Oral History Association, 2009). It will also allow for a chronicling
of the core beliefs that persisted over time and the organizational culture that supported
practices of innovation. This in-depth understanding of the past is the vital contribution
of historical research.
While an in-depth understanding of the past is a critical contribution of historical
research, one of the essential motives for this is to intelligently inform the future.
Townsend, Newell, and Wiese (1992) asserted that innovative programs require vigilant
leadership, change management, and continual reinvention in order to survive. As at all
institutions, the future at Brandman is not free from the need for continued innovation
and the continued advancement of a culture that supports such innovation (Drucker,
2014). In this vein, if key leaders at Brandman and all American universities do not take
a look at their past, their future may be at risk. This study will provide a narrative
historical account of the decisions made and factors considered that supported the
continual development of the Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership.
Studying the innovation that has occurred at Brandman both as a need to understand the
past and to inform the future imbues this study with a critical urgency.
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Definitions
The terms and definitions to follow are relevant to this study.
Theoretical Definitions
Organizational change. An alteration of an organization’s form or function that
is so profound that the members of the organization must alter their perspective, actions,
or approach in order for the change to be sustained (Ackerman Anderson & Anderson,
2010; D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2001, 2010; Collins, 2001; Collins & Porras,
1996, 2002; Kotter, 2014; Kubler-Ross, 1969; Rogers, 1962).
Structural frame. The structural frame describes the architecture of an
organization, including goals, strategy, metrics, rubrics, technology, specialized roles,
formal relationships, and the coordination of these into a structured organization chart
supported with policies, procedures, and rules (Argyris, 1998; Bolman & Deal, 2017;
Helgesen, 1995; Mintzberg, 1979; Thompson, 1967; Weber, 1947).
Human resource frame. The human resource frame describes understanding
people and relationships, including human needs, feelings, fears, skills, biases,
development opportunities, and the fit between the individual and the organization
(Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cable & DeRue, 2002; Collins & Porras, 1996; Follett, 1940;
Mayo, 1945).
Political frame. The political frame describes power and gaining access to scarce
resources through competition among individuals and groups based on diverse interests,
values, beliefs, behaviors, and skills (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cyert & March, 1963;
Gamson, 1968; Pfeffer, 1992).
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Symbolic frame. The symbolic frame describes strategies for engaging people
through ritual, ceremony, story, play, and culture (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Collins &
Porras, 1996, 2002; Hofstede, 2001; Kotter & Cohen, 2002).
Operational Definitions
Concept. The foundational idea behind a program intended to provide
meaningful direction for the process of design and implementation (Drucker, 2014).
Curriculum. The knowledge and skills students are expected to learn in
Brandman’s doctoral program, including instruction, instructional resources, and delivery
design (Watermark Insights, 2011).
Design. A practical approach to solving an existing or predicted organizational
problem through forming, modeling, and shaping a concept into a reality (Drucker,
2014).
Key leaders. The individuals foundational in the concept, design, and
implementation of Brandman’s doctoral program (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993).
Organizational change. A process critical to organizational survival by which
actions are taken to shape program development and leadership decisions toward the
predicted future (Drucker, 2014).
Structure. The architecture of an organization, including goals, strategy, metrics,
rubrics, technology, specialized roles, formal relationships, and the coordination of these
with policies, procedures, and rules (Bolman & Deal, 2017).
Vision. A picture of a predicted future state, which serves as an enduring guide
for the organizational change (Collins & Porras, 1996; Drucker, 2014).
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Delimitations
This study was delimited to Brandman University faculty involved in the concept,
design, and implementation of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at
Brandman University with the Alpha cohort of 2012.
Organization of the Study
This study was organized into five chapters, references, and appendices. Chapter
I introduced the study and provided background information. This chapter also provided
the statement of the problem, the significance of the problem, definitions of terms, and
study delimitations. Chapter II provides an extensive review of the theoretical
foundations for the study, introduces Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four-frame model as the
theoretical framework, and examines the history of American higher education from the
1600s and the history and evolution of doctoral degrees in education. This chapter also
offers a review of historical research and describes historiography and oral history as they
are used in the study. Chapter III outlines and describes the methodology used to collect
and analyze data in the study. This chapter also describes the population and sample as
well as the criteria for selection of study participants. Chapter IV describes the story of
the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman University told through
the words of the key faculty involved in program concept, design, and implementation
and illustrates the data analysis from the interviews and artifact examination and a
discussion of the findings. Chapter V reports significant findings, conclusions, and
recommendations for future study.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This review of the literature examines the theories of innovation and change in
organizations and current and past research related to the topic of innovative doctoral
programs in education and methods of historical research utilized to chronicle program
history. More specifically, this review contains an overview of frameworks for
organizational innovation, vision, and change, including one developed by Bolman and
Deal (2017) in their groundbreaking work Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice and
Leadership originally published in 1991. This review further contains an overview of the
processes of historical research, including historiography and oral history methods, which
allows the researcher to examine a sequence of events and decisions from the past to
document a history, to inform the present, and to inform the future (Gall, Borg, & Gall,
1996; Given, 2008; Starr, 1996). Furthermore, a brief history of university programs in
the United States and the historical context for the development of innovative doctoral
programs is included (Rudolph, 1990). This review concludes with a summary of the
gaps in research pertaining to chronicling the history of the development of an innovative
doctoral program, Brandman University’s EdD in Organizational Leadership (McCarty &
Ortloff, 2004; Townsend et al., 1992).
Innovation and Change
Innovation is defined as “an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by
an individual or another unit of adoption” (Rogers, 1962, p. 12), an improvement adopted
by individuals other than the innovator in an organization, which produces significant
positive change (Berkun, 2010), and “the purposeful and organized search for changes”
(Drucker, 2014, p. 33). Similarly, Poole and Van de Ven (2004) described innovation as
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“the wellspring of social and economic progress, and both a product and a facilitator of
the free exchange of ideas that is the lifeblood of progress” (p. xi). Regardless of the
precise definition utilized, innovation is unmistakably vital to the concept, design, and
sustainability of organizations (Drucker, 2014).
Over the last few decades, innovation theory has become a critical component of
organizational development. The principles of innovation theory have a well-established
history across disciplines (D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2001; Bolman & Deal,
2017; Rogers, 1962; Tarde, 1903; Wisdom, Chor, Hoagwood, & Horwirtz, 2014). Early
diffusion of innovation research published in 1903 by seminal researcher Tarde defined
the innovation process as a social process of interpersonal communication networks by
which an individual changes his or her behavior by imitating or copying another
individual’s adoption of an innovation (Rogers, 1962). Tarde (1903) explained that once
innovation occurs, the adoption of the innovation typically moves through a life cycle
over time called the s-curve or diffusion curve. Since the initial development of this scurve or diffusion of innovation theory, many theoretical frameworks have been
developed to illustrate the dynamic process of the concept, design, and implementation of
innovation and change in an organization (Wisdom et al., 2014).
Existing frameworks incorporate various factors that impact innovation or change
adoption and diffusion, including external and political factors, organizational factors,
staff and human factors, and factors related to the innovation or change itself (Wisdom et
al., 2014). While a range of frameworks exists, from extremely specific models to
comprehensive models focusing on a variety of factors, the common feature across
frameworks is the view of innovation adoption as a complex process that moves forward
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in an organization based on multiple factors over a period of time and significantly
impacts the people involved in the change.
Theoretical Foundations for Innovation and Change Theory
Poole and Van de Ven (2004) described innovation as an important partner to
change. In this manner, an expected feature of innovative organizations is that they
continuously experience and move through a dynamic flow of change cycles (Damanpour
& Schneider, 2006). Various theoretical frameworks detail the dynamic process of the
life cycle of change in organizations ranging from the initial adoption of innovation
through implementation, diffusion, and sustainability (D. Anderson & Ackerman
Anderson, 2001; Collins & Porras, 1996; Kotter, 2014; Kubler-Ross, 1969; Rogers,
1962). These frameworks establish innovation and change theory as the foundation for
this study, which is intertwined in the purpose and research questions. Some of the
predominant theories of innovation and change are reviewed in the following sections
based on the prevalence in the literature.
Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation Model
The diffusion curve became widely known in the 1960s from Rogers’s (1962)
seminal publication Diffusion of Innovations in which he presented a theory of innovation
based on a synthesis of over 500 diffusion studies from a range of disciplines.
Essentially, this model is based on the concept that within an organization, innovations
are adopted and diffused at varying rates based on a range of factors including the
innovation itself, communication within the organization, time, the social system, and the
type of adopters in the organization (Rogers 1962, 1976; Sinek 2009). Central to this
framework is Rogers’s (1962) assertion that innovation adoption in any organization
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occurs on a curve with the innovation becoming self-sustaining when a critical mass of
adopters embrace the innovation.
In this diffusion model, while it is recognized that innumerable factors influence
organizational change, Rogers (1962, 1976) argued that the innovativeness of the
adopters is the most significant factor in an innovation diffusing through an organization
(see also Sinek 2009). To appreciate this fully, it is important to understand what
innovativeness meant to Rogers. He characterized the term as “the degree to which an
individual or other unit of adoption is relatively earlier in adopting new ideas than the
average member of a social system” (Rogers, 1962, p. 22). Accordingly, not all
individuals in any organization can be regarded as having innovativeness because
application of the term itself assesses one individual in relation to other individuals in the
organization.
This model can be best illustrated in the visual created by Rogers (1962) as seen
in Figure 1. Figure 1 demonstrates that when all individuals who make up an
organization are characterized for degree of innovativeness, they will each fall into
predictable categories on a curve (Rogers, 1962, 1976). These categories reflect the
degree of innovativeness starting with the smallest percentage of individuals who are
described as innovators and moving through to early adopters, early majority, late
majority, and culminating with the laggards or the last in an organization to adopt an
innovation. This idea that only the smallest percentage of individuals within an
organization will be at the front end of any innovation has been extensively demonstrated
in a breadth of organizations and continues to be embraced in many organizations (Sinek,
2009).
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Figure 1. Rogers’s diffusion of innovation model. From Diffusion of Innovations (3rd ed.), by E.
M. Rogers, 1962, p. 39 (New York, NY: Free Press). Reprinted with permission.

While the diffusion curve has added to the understanding of innovation in
organizations, it has not existed without criticism. Critics of the diffusion curve have
focused on organizational factors such as hierarchy, culture, values, and the
innovativeness of the organization itself that complicate the adoption of innovations and
impact potential diffusion (Aarons, Hulbert, & Horwitz, 2011). Further, critics contend
that complex innovation constructs by nature should not be oversimplified and that often
the adoption or diffusion of innovations has less to do with the innovativeness of the
adopters than with a gamut of other organizational factors (Wisdom et al., 2014).
Another criticism specific to education is the idea that an educational institution is not a
business and that each field or organization has “unique characteristics that may influence
the process when innovations are introduced” (Wisdom et al., 2014, p. 14). In spite of
this criticism, the diffusion of innovation curve has endured the opinion of its critics with
an impact found in many disciplines and fields, including higher education (Damanpour
& Schneider, 2009). In fact, Dearing (2009) deemed it the most robust and widely
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studied theory of innovation. Furthermore, Dearing asserted that the diffusion of
innovation model works well in diverse fields and in conjunction with other models of
vision and change in organizations.
Kubler-Ross Change Curve
Another theory that emerged the same decade as Rogers’s (1962) diffusion of
innovations was the Kubler-Ross change curve introduced in her seminal work On Death
and Dying in 1969. While originally introduced as a model for five stages that
individuals experience when dealing with death and dying, it was later introduced as a
model for understanding organizational change. As illustrated in Figure 2, Kubler-Ross
(1969) adapted the original five stages into three distinct transitional stages. Similar to
the diffusion of innovation model, the change curve regarded change as a dynamic
process occurring over time that was experienced uniquely by various individuals in an
organization. This model has been widely accepted in organizations, found to be
applicable to a range of situations, and is now commonly used to predict and understand
the stages that individuals will experience when dealing with organizational change,
which is a reality of innovation (Wright, 2009).
Principally, the model demonstrates that when experiencing change, individuals
are affected by an array of vacillating human emotions over time, which impacts belief in
the change and willingness to carry out the desired change. These emotions frequently
range from shock and denial to anger and depression to acceptance and integration
(Kubler-Ross, 1969). Like any emotions, these reactions to organizational change may
ensue in a linear fashion or oscillate in waves that ebb and flow over time. Proponents of
the Kubler-Ross model fervently accept that a direct relationship exists between the stage
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an individual is in, emotions they are experiencing, time, and the individual’s ability to
adopt the change (Wright, 2009). In other words, as an individual moves over time
through the stages, his or her feelings and beliefs increase in receptivity relative to the
change until he or she ultimately is able to adopt the change and potentially integrate the
change into a new way of being and performing.

Figure 2. Kubler-Ross’s change curve. From On Death and Dying, by E. Kubler-Ross, 1969, p.
67 (New York, NY: Scribner). Reprinted with permission.

Recent studies have cited benefits when individuals in organizational leadership
roles understand the role of human emotions related to innovation and change and match
organizational strategy accordingly (Humphrey, Burch, & Adams, 2016; Wright, 2009).
Specifically, individuals facing the change profit by receiving better support from leaders
who have anticipated the human reaction to change, and the organization benefits through
an acceleration of the desired human change throughout the organization (Wright, 2009).
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In this manner, the change curve has proven to be a powerful model for supporting
innovation and organizational change across a range of industries, including education.
Collins and Porras Organizational Vision Framework
A theory that shares this human element of organizational innovation and change
is the Collins and Porras framework. In 1996, Collins and Porras introduced a conceptual
framework, shown in Figure 3, which clearly defined organizational vision as consisting
of two components: core ideology and an envisioned future. While the core ideology
describes an organization’s timeless identity anchoring them to what they are in the
present and will remain to be in the future, the envisioned future is made up of “big hairy
audacious goals and a description of the future state of the organization once they meet
those goals” (Collins & Porras, 1996, p. 91). Together, these paradoxically placed
mechanisms can be utilized to position an organization with a clear plan for advancing
into a changeable future while simultaneously remaining enduringly resolute about the
purpose and values they will stand for (Collins & Porras, 1996).
Collins and Porras (1996) described the envisioned future as a clear and
compelling unifying focal point that serves as a catalyst for teamwork. What
differentiated this from other frameworks on innovation and change was that the focus on
vision was described as being made up of big, hairy, audacious 10-30-year goals. While
many frameworks incorporate or assume organizational goals exist, the focus on creating
a vivid narrative description of goal achievement that is portrayed as being achieved on
the path to purpose is a distinctive feature of this framework for visionary organizations.
In fact, Collins and Porras were so clear about the purpose and impact of this envisioned
future that they pronounced what is needed in “the envisioned future is such a big
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commitment that when people see what the goal will take, there’s almost an audible
gulp” (p. 75). Without question, the traditional view of innovation or change as being
something that individuals within an organization buy into is turned upside down by the
Collins and Porras framework (Martin et al., 2018). In this model, it is the human belief
at the core of the visioning process that leads the organizational innovation and change
through the calm and turbulent times.

Figure 3. Collins and Porras framework for visionary organizations. From Built to Last, by J. C.
Collins and J. I. Porras, 2002, p. 220 (New York, NY: Harper Business Essentials). Reprinted
with permission.

Working symbiotically with the envisioned future is the core ideology of an
organization. Collins and Porras (1996) described core ideology as being rooted in the
core values and core purpose of the organization. Accordingly, it becomes the
organization’s enduring character that transcends marketplace advances, technological
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developments, product of life cycle, and any people or groups in the organization.
Therefore, when articulating a core ideology, executives
didn’t sit down and ask, “What business values would maximize our wealth?” or
“What philosophy would look nice printed on glossy paper?” No! They
articulated what was inside them—what was in their gut, what was bone deep. It
was as natural to them as breathing. It’s not what they believed as much as how
deeply they believed it. (Collins & Porras, 2002, p. 76)
Not surprisingly, the Collins and Porras (1996) framework for visionary
companies has been used as a model to propel many organizations to greatness and has
been used as a framework to study change innovation within organizations (Martin et al.,
2018). In a recent study, Cook (2000) used the Collins and Porras (1996) framework to
support a study of innovation in a higher education context, discovering the role of
people and beliefs at the core of the innovation.
Kotter’s 8-Step Change Process
The same year that Collins and Porras introduced their framework for
organizational vision, Kotter (1996) introduced an 8-step model for leading innovation
and change. While originally introduced as a model to be followed in sequential order
with one step building on the next, it was later revised to support an organization moving
through change in a nonsequential manner with people aligning their energy around the
big opportunity (Kotter, 2014). Essential in Kotter’s model is the idea that innovation
and change are the only constants (Kotter, 2014). Accordingly, it is viewed as critical in
this model that all individuals in an organization are involved in existing change efforts
and that those efforts and urgency are aligned to the big opportunity present in the
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organization. Organizational change is detailed across eight steps as seen in Figure 4,
which include creating a sense of urgency, forming powerful coalitions, developing a
vision, communicating broadly to increase buy-in, empowering action, creating shortterm wins, consolidating gains, and strengthening change by anchoring it in the
organizational culture.

Figure 4. Kotter’s 8-step process. From Accelerate: Building Strategic Agility for a FasterMoving World, by J. Kotter, 2014, p. 50 (Boston, MA: Harvard Business School). Reprinted with
permission.

Recognizing that organizational culture is routinely subjugated by ways of
thinking that forestall innovation such as, “We have always done things that way around
here,” Kotter’s (2014) model launched change through creating a sense of urgency. This
is strategically ensued by presenting change or innovation as an important solution to an
existing organizational problem, making the status quo a precarious place to be and
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illustrating the change as part of a more desirable future for the organization. When done
well through an honest and compelling narrative, the attention of stakeholders is captured
(Applebaum, Habashy, Malo, & Shafiq, 2012). Kotter (2014) asserted that once a sense
of urgency has been created, forming a coalition of leaders and stakeholders who publicly
operate as a team with a compelling vision will quickly spread support for the innovation
or change. Although not an uncommon idea in change management, this helps to
minimize resistance as well as build momentum for the change with the building of shortterm wins (Applebaum et al., 2012). Ultimately, Kotter (2014) argued that the final step
of the change is when the innovation diffuses across the organization and has become so
anchored in organizational culture that it is known as the new way of doing things around
here.
Proponents of Kotter’s (1996) model noted that it is “an excellent starting point
for managers implementing change in their organizations, and applying the model is
likely to improve the chances of success” (Applebaum et al., 2012, p. 776). Following a
thorough review of Kotter’s model, Appelbaum et al. (2012) recommended that a leader
consider utilizing the eight steps in conjunction with another model to identify the best fit
for his or her organization and the type of change or innovation being pursued. Bolman
and Deal (2017) recommended that Kotter’s model is a successful companion to their
four-frame model to support innovation and organizational change.
Ackerman Anderson and Anderson’s Change Leader’s Roadmap
An additional theory of organizational innovation and change that emerged in
recent decades since the diffusion curve, change curve, and vision framework is the
Ackerman Anderson and Anderson (2010) change leader’s roadmap. Much like the
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models that preceded it, the change leader’s roadmap was designed to transform an
organization from where it is to where it wants to be. However, unlike previous models,
D. Anderson and Ackerman Anderson (2010) made the case that to successfully lead
innovation and change, organizations need to look beyond change management and focus
on conscious change leadership. The nine-phase comprehensive model incorporates
three elements of content, people, and process that work in an integrated manner. In
addition, the model is focused on leading innovation through the highest level of
organizational change known as transformational change.
D. Anderson and Ackerman Anderson’s (2010) model graphically appeared to be
nine steps of change that occur in a circular fashion (see Figure 5). However, the authors
cautioned that while the model may appear to present change cyclically moving from
beginning to end, it is actually a spiral moving continuously upward with each change
effort leading into another as learning and course corrections occur along the change
journey (D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2001). In addition, within the model, an
intentional overemphasis on the work a leader does to prepare people for change exists.
This intentional design is based on the acute awareness that innovation and organizational
change require people to change, and people are more likely to change when they have
had time to consider the change, participate in the planning, and deeply understand the
desired change (D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2001).
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Figure 5. Anderson and Ackerman Anderson’s change leader’s roadmap. From The Change
Leader’s Roadmap: How to Navigate Your Organization’s Transformation, by L. S. Ackerman
Anderson and D. Anderson, 2010, p. 23 (San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass/Pfeiffer). Reprinted
with permission.

Although the D. Anderson and Ackerman Anderson model was originally
designed for application in military institutions (The Change Leader, Inc., n.d.), it has
since been effectively utilized in hundreds of organizations, including higher education
organizations and programs. In fact, the D. Anderson and Ackerman Anderson model
has been utilized over the past 50 years to solve critical issues in higher education
institutions (The Change Leader, Inc., n.d.). According to The Change Leader, Inc.
(n.d.), through a holistic approach and alignment of the change leader’s roadmap with an
educational institution’s strategies, structures, and processes, higher education institutions
have been successful in implementing innovation and change while retaining their history
and fiercely held values.
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To synopsize innovation and change models thus far, although distinct in their
design, these five theoretical frameworks comprise universal characteristics that
transcend an individual framework and provide a suggested direction for understanding
innovation and change. Recurrent across all five frameworks is the notion that
organizational innovation and change are dynamic and complex processes (D. Anderson
& Ackerman Anderson, 2001; Collins & Porras, 1996; Kotter, 2014; Kubler-Ross, 1969;
Rogers, 1962). In addition, all five of the frameworks support the human resources lens
that change comprises an experience of a personal nature for individuals in an
organization or that human willingness to adopt an innovation is critical (D. Anderson &
Ackerman Anderson, 2001; Collins & Porras, 1996; Kotter, 2014; Kubler-Ross, 1969;
Rogers, 1962). While analogous in these respects, the frameworks are divergent in the
constructs of innovation and change focused upon. The initial adoption of an innovation
and structure of subsequent diffusion of an innovation across an organization was the
focus of Rogers’s (1962) framework. In contrast, the Kubler-Ross (1969) curve
emphasized the human lens by focusing on emotions experienced by the individuals
implementing the innovation or change. Both of these models differ from the Collins and
Porras (1996) framework, which focuses on the symbolic construct of organizational
vision as central to leading organizational innovation or change. This model focused on
the paradoxically positioned mechanisms of core ideology and the envisioned future that
matter most for the people in an organization to lead and implement innovation
effectively. Similar to the Collins and Porras framework, Kotter’s (1996) and D.
Anderson and Ackerman Anderson’s (2001) models included the symbolic lens of
organizational vision as central to innovation and change. However, distinct from the
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Collins and Porras (1996) model, the frameworks presented by Kotter (1996) and
D. Anderson and Ackerman Anderson (2001) focused on a structure of how to lead
innovation or change through a multiple-phase process with each element of the change
effort leading to the next. Across these frameworks on innovation and change, a focus on
various constructs of the innovation and change process has been demonstrated through
various lenses. What is needed is a framework to draw together these predominate
theories on organizational change and innovation that use multiple lenses to view the
innovation and change.
Theoretical Framework
Following the emergence of a variety of frameworks and models to describe and
frame organizational change and innovation, Bolman and Deal (2017) created a model of
four organizational frames based on multiple theories of organizational innovation,
change, and process. In this study, the researcher used Bolman and Deal’s four-frame
model as a theoretical framework for organizational change and innovation.
Bolman and Deal’s (2017) model is structured into four frames as seen in Table 1:
the structural frame, human resource frame, political frame, and symbolic frame.
According to Berger (2014), frames are critical to organizational life because they define
the questions asked, filters utilized for processing information, and the solutions
considered. Each frame represents a varied perspective and has its own image of reality
(Bolman & Deal, 2017). The structural frame focuses on organizational architecture,
including policies, procedures, and roles; the human resource frame focuses on people in
the organization and understanding their emotions and drives; the political frame focuses

39

on scarcity of resources, including interests and power; and the symbolic frame focuses
on the heart of the organization prioritizing meaning, story, ceremony, and ritual.

Table 1
Bolman and Deal’s Overview of the Four-Frame Model

Bolman and Deal’s four-frame model
Frame
Human
Structural
resource
Political

Symbolic

Metaphor for
organization

Factory or
machine

Family

Jungle

Carnival,
temple, theater

Supporting
disciplines

Sociology,
management
science

Psychology

Political science

Anthropology,
dramaturgy,
institutional
theory

Central concepts

Roles, goals,
strategies,
policies,
technology,
environment

Needs, skills,
relationships

Power, conflict,
competition,
politics

Culture, myth,
meaning,
metaphor, ritual,
ceremony,
stories, heroes

Image of
leadership

Social
architecture

Empowerment

Advocacy and
political savvy

Inspiration

Basic leadership
challenge

Attune structure
to task,
technology,
environment

Align
organizational
and human
needs

Develop agenda
and power base

Create faith,
belief, beauty,
meaning

Note. From Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice and Leadership (6th ed.), by L. G.
Bolman and T. E. Deal, 2017, p. 20 (Hoboken, NJ: Jossey-Bass). Reprinted with permission.

Bolman and Deal (2017) noted that within the four-frame model, each frame
represents a different perspective of looking at a situation. Within any organization, there
are countless individuals with assorted ideas of what actions they think the organization
should be pursuing at any given time. Gottschall (2012) suggested that these outlooks are
all significant and all reveal one perspective of what is actually happening in the
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organization. However, because each outlook sees one perspective, Gottschall reasoned
that on its own, each outlook is limited by blind spots and therefore supplies a partial
view of organizational life. While the view afforded by one frame is valuable, Bolman
and Deal (2017) contended that being able to look at a situation from the perspective of
one frame may prove to be too narrow of a model for an organizational leader in today’s
complex world.
Just as seeing a situation from one frame is limiting, having the ability to reframe
a situation and see it from all four frames deepens the understanding a leader has of an
organization (Bolman & Deal, 2017). This is a critical skill for effectively managing
innovation and change in organizations and has been well supported over the past 50
years of research on organizational change and innovation (Bensimon, 1989, 1990;
Birnbaum, 1992; Bolman & Deal, 1991; Heimovics, Herman, & Jurkiewicz Coughlin,
1993; Wimpelberg, 1987). Consequently, it is this principle of reframing that forms the
basis of Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four-frame model.
Structural Frame
The structural frame provides the organizational architecture (Collins & Hansen,
2011). It is a clear schematic for expectations, rules, and policies that shape decisions
and activities among internal constituents (Roberts, 2004). Much like the framing of a
house, to a significant degree the structural frame sets parameters around actions that an
organization can subsequently execute (Bolman & Deal, 2017). In this manner, the
options for structural design are limitless. Organizational structure can be loose or tight
and may include processes and policies of management, means of labor distribution,
systems for vertical and horizontal coordination, and structures for communication loops
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in roles of personnel at all levels in the organization (Collins & Porras, 2002; Gallos,
2006; Roberts, 2004). Leadership through the structural frame represents an
organization’s “best effort to align internal activities with outside pressures and
opportunities” (Bolman & Deal, 2017, p. 92). For the purposes of this study, the
structural frame describes the architecture of an organization, including goals, strategy,
metrics, rubrics, technology, specialized roles, formal relationships, and the coordination
of these into a structured organization chart supported with policies, procedures, and rules
(Argyris 1998; Bolman & Deal, 2017; Helgesen, 1995; Mintzberg, 1979; Thompson,
1967; Weber, 1947).
Organizational structure is one of most widely known and most traditional frames
for thinking about organizations (Perrow, 2014; F. W. Taylor, 1911; Weber, 1947). The
name alone brings to mind the time-honored organizational chart filled with boxes and
lines indicating hierarchies and configurations (Drucker, 2014). While Bolman and Deal
(2017) identified this as the structural frame, over time, it has been characterized as
scientific management, monocratic bureaucracy, and simply the bureaucratic model
(Perrow, 2014; F. W. Taylor, 1911; Weber, 1947). The original pioneer of the structural
approach, Fredrick Taylor (1911) retrained workers to enhance efficiency by breaking
tasks into miniscule parts in an approach he termed scientific management. This was the
birth of specialization in the workplace. A natural building block on this approach was
developed by Max Weber (1947) who launched workplace characteristics that were
innovative and unheard of at the beginning of the 20th century. Weber’s monocratic
bureaucracy approach focused on the use of technical skills for selecting employees
rather than personal relations, a fixed division of labor and hierarchy, and clear rules for
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employee performance. Weber’s work was revived after World War II and inspired an
abundance of research championing the bureaucratic model through studies of
organizational structure as a construct and strategy (Cyert & March, 1963; Perrow, 2014;
Thompson, 1967).
Over the decades, across wide-ranging organizations, two core considerations
central to structure have been considered by leaders using this frame: how the
organization apportions duties across various roles and entities and how the organization
combines distinct efforts in the quest of shared goals (Bolman & Deal, 2017). These
paradoxical concerns validate the underlying principle that both individual differences
and collective goals can be met within a well-designed structure of varied roles and
responsibilities unmistakable in this frame (Roberts, 2004). To do this effectively,
leaders using the structural frame must keep one consideration in the forefront of
decision-making, that is, how to provide a suitable balance of both the amount and type
of structure while concurrently attending to the integration of other frames (Bolman &
Deal, 2017). When executed well, the structural frame can guide leaders in providing the
type of clarity that enhances employee effectiveness while avoiding the institution of
such tight control within the organization that innovation is stifled. Furthermore, Bolman
and Deal (2017) contended that structural leadership can be powerful and enduring even
though the approach is understated compared to the human resource, political, and
symbolic frames. Unlike the other frames, the structural frame supports putting people in
the right roles and relationships to promote success.
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Human Resource Frame
The human resource frame focuses on people and the human side of organizations
(Boyatzis & McKee, 2005). It operates on the conviction that organizations need people
and that people need organizations (Bennis & Nanus, 2007). Much like a parent
demonstrates enduring belief, support, and love to his or her child, skilled human
resource leaders are zealous about productivity through people. This can be seen in the
consistency of being accessible and visible, well known as management, by wandering
around (Peters & Waterman, 2004). Much like the structural frame built on assumptions
about roles and order, the human resource frame is built on the assumption that people
and organizations need each other (Cable & DeRue, 2002). For this study, the human
resource frame describes understanding people and relationships, including human needs,
feelings, fears, skills, biases, development opportunities, and the fit between the
individual and the organization (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cable & DeRue, 2002; Collins &
Porras, 1996; Follett, 1940; Mayo, 1945).
Historically, a good fit for an individual employee in an organization was not a
concern (Argyris, 1998). Rather, it was common for organizations to operate on the
assumption that employees should be satisfied with financial remuneration as the sole
compensation for their employment (Bolman & Deal, 2017). This type of belief was
challenged by individuals such as Mary Parker Follett (1940) and Elton Mayo (1933)
who became the innovators of the human resource frame. Follett (1940) and Mayo
(1933) reasoned that the human resources of commitment, energy, time, and attitude were
essential to organizational life. Accordingly, these early innovators questioned the
leading thought that employees were nothing more than implements for an organization
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to achieve its objectives. This was the birth of the human resource frame, which has been
upheld by the work of humanistic psychologist Abraham Maslow (1954) and social
psychologist Douglas McGregor (1960) as well as a rich body of research (Argyris, 1998;
Bennis & Nanus, 2007; Boyatzis & McKee, 2005; Peters & Waterman, 2004; Waterman,
1994). In his contribution to this frame, Maslow (1954) developed a widely accepted
hierarchy of needs, which illustrated the progressive needs of all people working toward
self-actualization as a development to one’s full potential. This theory was later built on
by McGregor (1960) who argued that organizations could create the conditions that allow
for self-directed employees to fulfill their own goals and achieve organizational rewards
while also meeting organizational goals. This early work laid the foundation for the
human resource frame to evolve into the widely utilized and studied frame that is in
organizations today (Argyris, 1998; Bennis & Nanus, 2007; Boyatzis & McKee, 2005;
Peters & Waterman, 2004; Waterman, 1994).
Regardless of the era or the particular organization, two core matters are attended
to by leaders using the human resource frame: how the organization can enlist and
employ individuals with the competencies and desire to do the work and how individuals
can find organizations that fit their needs (Bolman & Deal, 2017). These core
considerations were at the heart of the development of the human resource frame and
remain the driving tenants at the time of this study. Accordingly, the principle of
employee-organizational fit is distinguishing in this frame. Unlike the structural frame,
the human resource frame is rooted in human psychology and the belief that productive
people management leads to an innovative, productive, and committed workforce. While
this might sound altruistic as if the organization is sacrificing its own existence to attend
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to the needs of employees, the relationship is more symbiotic than it appears on the
surface (Waterman, 1994). In fact, it is through this approach to caring for its employees
that an organization is able to attract a more skilled and motivated workforce, thus
achieving a competitive advantage (Waterman, 1994). Therefore, to effectively lead with
the human resource frame, leaders must continually grapple with providing alignment
between how people can profit the organization while also ensuring that the organization
is profiting its people. Bolman and Deal (2017) maintained that by investing in their
people, many organizations have developed the expert and driven workforce they need to
have a competitive advantage.
Political Frame
While the structural frame sees organizations as controlled by hierarchies, and the
human resource frame puts people at the center of an organization, the political frame
places power and conflict central (Pfeffer, 1981). From the perspective of the political
frame, organizations are coalitions composed of disparate individuals and factions
competing for scarce resources (Croizer & Friedberg, 1977). Consequently, the manner
in which an individual is able to get things done from a political frame is through
leveraging power (Jackall, 2010). While power can exist in many forms in an
organization, the political frame emphasizes that power is not solely positional existing
and exclusively at the top of an organization (Mann, 2013). Rather, Mann (2013) argued
that power can exist at all levels of an organization, advancing from a continual process
of negotiation among coalitions. The political frame can be defined through a range of
attributes; however, for this study, the political frame describes power and gaining access
to scarce resources through competition among individuals and groups based on diverse
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interests, values, beliefs, behaviors, and skills (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cyert & March,
1963; Gamson, 1968; Pfeffer, 1992).
Historically, power in organizations has been seen as concentrated at the top
(Pfeffer, 1992). This is the type of power that comes with a position of authority such as
a manager, department head, or administrator (Pfeffer, 1992). While these positions of
authority are legitimate sources of power, numerous additional power origins in
organizations have been identified (Bolman & Deal, 2017). These power sources include
control of rewards, coercive power, information and expertise, reputation, alliances and
networks, access and control of agendas, framing, and personal or referent power. Each
of these forms of power is part of everyday organizational life and is consistently
fluctuating based on changing circumstances internal and external to an organization
(Gamson, 1968). One such source, alliance and networks, is critical to accomplishing
large or small goals in an organization whether an individual is the top ranking or lowest
ranking employee. In fact, Kotter (1982) established that having relationships and
networks within an organization was a central distinction between successful managers
and their less successful counterparts. Similarly, framing, or the ability to influence the
symbols used in an organization, is a form of power that can be used positively or
negatively (Pfeffer, 1992). As a positive force, this type of political power can nurture
optimism and significance across an organization while as a negative force this political
power can be used to persuade people to back positions that are not to their benefit and
unjustly supply resources to satisfy particular interests (Mann, 2013). Consequently, one
of the largest concerns expressed by critics of the political frame is the essential yet
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unattainable desire of people to ensure that whichever group has power uses it in a just
manner (Bolman & Deal, 2017).
While critics of the human resource frame may likely see politics and power as
vile and contemptable, from a political frame, they not only are part of organizational
life, but they also are natural and necessary (Gamson, 1968). Leaders using a political
frame effectively must understand power as a way to make things happen and must be
keenly aware of the role of ethics in organizational politics (Bolman & Deal, 2017).
Burns (1978) provided two principles for leaders to assess their use of power: can they
reliably be able to say that general moral principles are the foundation for their leadership
and would the idea they are leading with appeal to the deepest core within their followers.
This evaluation of power from an ethical standpoint was similarly addressed by Lax and
Sebenius (2011) through a set of concrete criteria addressing morality, generality,
openness, and caring. Specifically, a leader can look at actions being considered and ask
the following questions (Lax & Sebenius, 2011):
1. Are the rules being followed mutually understood?
2. Would the leader be comfortable with friends and family knowing about the actions
being taken?
3. Would the leader be agreeable to being the beneficiary of the action?
4. Would the world be better off if everyone acted in this manner?
5. Are there alternatives that are adhered to higher ethical standards?
These ethical considerations underscore the complexity of the political frame and
emphasize the importance of leader perceptiveness and principles (Bolman & Deal,
2017).
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Symbolic Frame
Seemingly a world away from organizational politics, the symbolic frame decodes
and deciphers the central themes of belief and meaning that make symbols so compelling
(Peters & Waterman, 2004). It is focused on a refuge far in likeness from prevalent
tenets of judiciousness and certitude (Deal & Kennedy, 1982). Much like the way a
specific song allows a nation to show allegiance to heartfelt ideals or the way an
organization’s slogan reminds people of their core beliefs, the symbolic frame “cuts
deeply into the human psyche and taps the collective unconscious” (Bolman & Deal,
2017, p. 240). Bolman and Deal (2017) contended that the symbolic frame
communicates an organization’s culture and underlying indistinct and complex notions
that reflect the fraternal nature of humans and organizations. For this study, the symbolic
frame describes strategies for engaging people through ritual, ceremony, story, play, and
culture (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Collins & Porras, 1996, 2002; Hofstede, 2001; Kotter &
Cohen, 2002).
Having roots in a range of disciplines, including organizational theory, sociology,
political science, neurolinguistic programming, anthropology, and psychology, the
symbolic frame is anchored in a wealth of research (Blumer, 1969; Dittmer, 1977; Hatch
& Cunliffe, 2013; Hofstede, 2001; Maitlis & Christianson, 2014). The origination of this
research came out of the field of psychology with Jung (1965) utilizing symbolic ideas to
analyze human consciousness in the early 1900s. Anthropologists expanded this work
examining the role of symbols in human existence over the remainder of the century
(Goffman, 1974). By the late 1900s, symbolic viewpoints emerged beyond the world of
psychology and anthropology into the world of organizations (Peters & Waterman,
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2004). As seen in the other frames, this early work laid the foundation for the symbolic
frame to develop into the broadly applied and examined frame that it was in organizations
at the time of this study (Baldridge & Deal, 1975; Collins & Porras, 2002; Denning,
2011; Kotter & Cohen, 2002).
Irrespective of the field or the era, it is essential that two core matters are
considered by leaders using the symbolic frame: understanding the significance of the
organizational symbols and confirming that the culture of the organization is in line with
the current needs of the marketplace (Bolman & Deal, 2017). These core considerations
have been the psyche of the symbolic frame since its beginning and remain so. Unlike
the structural frame, symbols can take varied forms, and in the symbolic frame,
organizational life is consistently inconsistent, metaphorical, and emblematic (Bolman &
Deal, 2017). In spite of being chaotic on the surface, the purposeful design of the
symbolic frame has proven to be increasingly vital in organizations (Kotter & Heskett,
2011). More than ever, organizational life presents challenges, and the symbolic frame
helps people anchor hope and find purpose by not focusing as much on what happens but
instead on the meaning of what happens. Done well, this occurs in a manner that unites
the organizations by leaving room for varied interpretations of events so that each person
can internalize and relate to meaning in a manner that resonates with an individual at the
core (Bolman & Deal, 2017).
Four-Frames Summary
Just as the Bolman and Deal (2017) framework is based on the distillation of
many models for innovation and organizational change, the highest and best use of the
four frames includes leveraging all four frames and seeing the challenges and
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opportunities facing an organization from multiple perspectives. Bolman and Deal
maintained that through seeing the organization from a viewpoint of multiple frames,
leaders of organizations are better equipped to see situations for what they really are,
which is critical for leading innovation with the accelerated rate of change faced by all
institutions. According to Goldman and Smith (1991), Bolman and Deal’s (2017) model
can be utilized to lead and study innovation in public and private organizations, including
institutions of higher education. To understand how the frames can be utilized to
leverage innovation and change in institutions of higher education, one also needs to
understand the role of the American university in innovation and change.
History of American Higher Education
From its inception, the American university characterized itself as innovative.
The institution emerged as distinctly different from the original universities of Europe by
affording a wide range of students with social and economic mobility through the process
of continual renewal and innovation. The birth of the American university took place in
the early 1600s with the creation of Harvard College (Rudolph, 1990). Harvard College
served as a place to educate Puritan ministers and the leaders of the New World
(Rudolph, 1990). Following the creation of Harvard, before the Revolutionary War, nine
colleges were founded in America. In this era, there was little emphasis on completing a
degree. Rather, students attended for 1 to 2 years and then went into professional life
(Thelin, 2011). Following the Revolutionary War, the American public university went
through a rebirth. Through this innovation, the American university for the first time
became a means of social and economic mobility and made a broader appeal to the
middle class American (Rudolph, 1990). A century later, by the end of the Civil War,
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these once innovative universities of the colonial era were no longer meeting the needs of
American students (Drucker, 2014). Student enrollment had decreased significantly even
in the face of a burgeoning population. Once again, the American university went
through a rebirth. This innovation led to the creation of a new markedly American
institution, which positioned the United States as a worldwide frontrunner in research and
scholarship (Drucker, 2014). At the time of this study, the United States boasted over
7,000 colleges and universities (National Center for Education Statistics, n.d.).
According to Zinshteyn (2017), in California, the most recent innovation is community
colleges offering a bachelor’s degree in a pilot program responding to a changing market.
History of the Doctorate in Education
The doctorate in education was developed in the late 1800s, with Teacher’s
College at Columbia University offering a PhD in Education in 1893 (Shulman et al.,
2006). Roughly, 30 years following the emergence of the PhD in Education, the
Education Doctorate (EdD), a practitioner-focused degree in education, was first offered
at Harvard University (Perry, 2010). By 1947, 27 institutions were offering both degree
options, and the trend continued to expand as both degrees gained popularity across the
nation as seen in Table 2 (Andersen, 1983). By 2004, between the two types of degree
options, the field of education awarded the largest number of doctoral degrees of all
disciplines (McCarty & Ortloff, 2004).
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Table 2
Number of Institutions Offering EdD and PhD Degrees

PhD in education
Number of
Year
institutions
1891
1914
1919
1929
1947
1958
1969
1982

1
8
15
36
44
57
72
116

Education doctorate (EdD)
Number of
Year
institutions

1921
1930
1947
1960
1969
1982

1
6
31-33
67
97
128

Both degrees
Number of
Year
institutions

1947
1960
1969
1982

27
48
72
86

Note. Adapted from “Differentiation of the EdD and Ph.D. in education,” by D. G. Andersen,
1983, p. 57, Journal of Teacher Education, 34(3), 55-58.

Historical Evaluations of the Doctorate in Education
Freeman (1931) conducted the first research study regarding the differences
between the PhD in Education and EdD. Freeman’s landmark study found that the
primary differences between the degrees were the foreign language requirement for PhD
students and prior professional experience requirement for EdD students. Additionally,
there were notable differences in the focus of the final research project, wherein PhD
students were required to conduct original research while EdD students engaged in the
study of current research. Offering two terminal degrees in the same discipline has
proven to be a challenge for the field of education. This challenge has led researchers to
study and debate the similarities and differences between the two types of degree
programs over many decades.
Evaluation in the 1960s. Over the course of the 1960s, a series of studies
regarding the doctorate in education were conducted (Brown, 1966; Brown & Slater,
1960; Ludlow et al., 1964) in which researchers found more similarities than differences
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between the PhD and the EdD. Ludlow et al. (1964) found that graduates from both
degree programs moved into college teaching positions and typically benefitted from
increased salaries, job promotions, and the opportunity to pursue positions outside of
their original geographic area. Brown (1966) found that graduates of both degree
programs were primarily men in their late 30s, and students from the south eastern
portion of the country were not equally represented in either doctoral program. The
research from the 1960s supported the conclusion that the PhD in Education and the EdD,
particularly from their inception through the 1960s, were relatively equal in terms of
program design and outcomes for graduates.
Evaluation in the 1980s. In the 1980s, another round of investigation regarding
the differences between the PhD in Education and the EdD ensued. Andersen (1983)
surveyed all 167 American universities that offered a terminal degree in education from
1981 to 1983 and again found more similarities than differences between the two degrees.
Half of the institutions indicated they offered both the PhD in education and the EdD
(Andersen, 1983). The study revealed that admission requirements were often exactly the
same for both degrees and that the vast majority of both degree programs required
qualifying examinations with a difference noted in the placement of the examination
within the program timeline (Andersen, 1983). Andersen (1983) identified numerous
other similarities between the two types of programs, including program length (3-4
years), required residency during the traditional academic year, and research skills
required of students.
As in the 1960s, differences between the two types of degree programs were again
nominal. Identified differences included a greater expectation that PhD students would
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complete courses in a variety of disciplines including a foreign language course
requirement and greater acceptance of nontraditional dissertation topics or methodology
within EdD programs than in PhD programs (Andersen 1983). These findings supported
previous findings that PhD graduates tended to take professorship roles while EdD
graduates tended to remain working in K-12 education roles. However, the study also
revealed that graduates of both degree pathways often chose roles in either arena
(Andersen, 1983). This finding underscores the similarities between the two types of
degree programs even further, highlighting the parallel in future employment for
graduates of both.
Andersen (1983) noted that the similarities between the two education degree
programs were not unexpected and explained that “presumably there is great overlap in
the base of knowledge and competencies needed to function as a researcher or
practitioner” and “generally, graduates of both types of degree programs are prepared to
operate in either capacity” (p. 58). This notion of expected overlap in the different types
of doctoral degrees is echoed in Shulman et al.’s (2006) assertion that doctoral education
is designed to “educate and prepare those to whom we can entrust the vigor, quality, and
integrity of the field” (p. 27). Shulman et al. further explained that those who earn a
doctorate are “future leaders who will creatively generate new knowledge, critically
conserve valuable and useful ideas, and responsibly transform those understandings
through writing, teaching, and application” (p. 27). Regardless of their role in generating
or applying the knowledge of a discipline, those who earn a doctorate serve a critical role
because PhD recipients serve as stewards of the discipline and EdD recipients serve as
stewards of the practice (Shulman et al., 2006).
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The practitioner degree. Indeed, it is not uncommon to find two terminal
degrees in a single discipline. Much like the PhD in law and the JD (Doctor of
Jurisprudence) or the PhD in a biomedical science and the MD (Doctor of Medicine), the
practitioner-focused degree is no less rigorous than the research-focused degree although
their pedagogy and intended purposes differ greatly as do their instructional and
assessment methodologies (Perry, 2010; Shulman et al., 2006; Townsend, 2002). For
example, a student in an MD program of study will complete a series of residencies to
apply his or her learning and gain experience in a variety of medical facilities under the
supervision of an attending physician whereas a PhD student in biomedical science will
typically generate original research in a laboratory setting (Shulman et al., 2006).
Unlike the JD or MD, however, the EdD has not obtained the prestige typically
attributed to its practitioner-focused terminal degree counterparts. Shulman et al. (2006)
described the reputation of the EdD as being a “low-end Ph.D.,” which he attributes, at
least in part, to the lack of differentiation between the PhD in education and the EdD
(p. 25). Through their work with the Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate (CID), Walker,
Golde, Jones, Bueschel, and Shulman (2008) explained the responsibility that doctoral
programs hold regarding the formation of scholars, which includes developing both deep
content knowledge and the abilities and practices expected of those serving in critical
roles of scholarship. While each doctoral degree differs in intended purpose, programs
for both degrees place great emphasis on research.
Lack of Differentiation
In a 2007 study, the Council of Graduate Schools (CGS) differentiated the two
general categories of doctoral degrees by describing practitioner-focused degrees as
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“preparation for the potential transformation of that field of professional practice, just as
the PhD represents preparation for the potential transformation of the basic knowledge in
a discipline” (p. 6). McCarty and Ortloff (2004) explained,
The practice of doctoral preparation in education, as in many academic
disciplines, often presupposed that the student will become a full-fledged member
of the academy . . . . Thus, most doctoral programs in education . . . are geared to
the future researcher and scholar. (p. 15)
Experts differentiate the two degrees by highlighting their intended focus and purpose.
Beginning in 2007, the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED) challenged
institutions of higher education to carefully consider two critical questions regarding the
EdD: (a) “What are the knowledge, skills, and dispositions that professionals working in
education should demonstrably have?” and (b) “How do we prepare them to have these?”
(Perry, 2013, p. 10). Based on CPED’s collectively evolved understanding of the
purpose of the EdD, each partner institution, as well as all other interested institutions,
was challenged to use their new understanding in a process of innovation to refine their
EdD program (Perry, 2013).
Reenvisioning the Educational Doctorate
To consider the task involved in reenvisioning the educational doctorate, it is first
important to create a more in-depth picture of the degrees in their form at the time of this
study. Despite the critiques of the education doctorate degrees lacking distinction from
one another, they continued to expand in popularity. In fact, by 2004, the field of
education was producing the largest number of doctoral degrees of any discipline in the
country, with women and minority students well represented (McCarty, & Ortloff, 2004).
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McCarty and Ortloff (2004) reported that other general demographics of education
doctorate students remained similar to those of past eras with graduates’ ages averaging
43.8 years, having worked in the field of education prior to their doctoral studies and
pursuing the doctorate part time. Nevertheless, numerous scholars continued to question
and criticize the lack of differentiation between the Doctorate in Education (EdD) and the
PhD in Education (Andersen, 1983; Deering, 1998; Golde & Walker, 2006; Miller &
Curry, 2014; Shulman et al., 2006; R. Taylor & Storey, 2011).
Golde and Dore (2001) argued that the EdD neither provided students the
education content they desired nor aligned students with their career aspirations. Perry
and Imig (2008) similarly argued that EdD programs “often fail(ed) to provide leaders in
K-12 and higher education with practical knowledge and the capacity for expert
leadership” (p. 44). Townsend (2002) found that those who earned the education
doctorate did so for the “symbolic value” of the degree and career advancement
opportunities that the degree afforded (p. 36). Similarly, Cremin (1978) found that even
from the earliest years, doctoral students in education often already possessed the
professional experience necessary for success in the field and pursued the doctoral degree
for the sake of the validation it provided of their knowledge and skill. Furthermore,
education doctorate recipients noted the poor public status of their degree and indicated
that if they were to pursue a terminal degree again, it would be in another discipline
(Townsend, 2002). As a result of retaining the majority of the structure of the PhD while
responding to the demands of the changing demographics of its doctoral students and
their realities as fully employed educational practitioners, the EdD at many universities
reflected the addition of program elements regarding leadership and creative part-time
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scheduling options but lost the credibility of its practitioner-focused counterparts, the JD
and MD degrees (Cook, 2000; McCarty & Ortloff, 2004; Perry, 2010, 2013).
As part of CID, a 5-year study (2001-2005) on doctoral education across six
disciplines, education emerged as the discipline most in need of attention because of lack
of clarity between its two doctoral degree paths (Perry, 2013). CID stressed the
importance of revising the professional doctoral degree in education, indicating that the
discipline would otherwise “risk becoming increasingly impotent in carrying out their
primary missions—the advancement of knowledge and the preparation of quality
practitioners” (Shulman et al., 2006, p. 25). Shulman et al. (2006) proposed eliminating
the EdD entirely and recommended creating the Professional Practice Doctorate (PPD) in
Education in its place.
Unlike Levine’s (2005) recommendation to reduce the EdD to a master’s level
degree similar to the MBA, Shulman et al. (2006) validated the need for a practitionerfocused doctorate in education that was “an extremely demanding, rigorous, respectable,
high-level academic experience that prepares students for service as leading practitioners
in the field of education” (p. 29). The proposed PPD would be achieved by creating a set
of assessments of the highest level of performance for practitioners in the field of
education and then building backward to design the curriculum and programmatic
elements that would prepare doctoral students for successful completion of the
examinations (Shulman et al., 2006). Such a degree program would utilize the
practitioners’ working environment for the practice of skills obtained, focus heavily on
applied research, and culminate in a residency year (Shulman et al., 2006). Shulman et
al. (2006) concluded, “If we can bring the education doctorates for practice and
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scholarship in better alignment with their professional and disciplinary analogues, we will
make a powerful contribution to American education” (p. 30). The challenge lay in
identifying the process for such alignment.
Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate
In response to CID’s recommendation, the Carnegie Project on the Education
Doctorate (CPED) was launched in 2007 to identify ways to improve the EdD or
professional doctorate in education (Perry, 2013). Beginning with 25 university partners,
CPED focused on three design frameworks, including the development of a common
definition for the EdD and a set of “working-principles” to guide program development
and refinement (Perry, 2013, p. 116). The CPED (2018) developed the following
definition: “The professional doctorate in education prepares educators for the application
of appropriate and specific practices, the generation of new knowledge, and for the
stewardship of the profession” (para. 4). Currently, CPED includes 105 institutions
representing both public and private institutions of various sizes (CPED, n.d.). The
guiding principles for the EdD program design include the following:
the professional doctorate in education is framed around questions of equity,
ethics, and social justice to bring about solutions to complex problems of practice;
prepares leaders who can construct and apply knowledge to make a positive
difference in the lives of individuals, families, organizations, and communities;
provides opportunities for candidates to develop and demonstrate collaboration
and communication skills to work with communities and diverse partnerships;
providing field-based opportunities to analyze problems of practice and use
multiple frames to develop meaningful solutions; is grounded in and develops a
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professional knowledge base that integrates both practical research and
knowledge, that links theory with systemic and systematic inquiry; emphasizes
the generation, transformation, and use of professional knowledge and practice.
(CPED, n.d., para. 4)
As delineated in Table 3, the design concepts developed by CPED (2018) further
reflected the vision of the organization regarding what a professional doctorate of
education is and which key elements should be reflected in such a program. CPED also
recommended that mentoring and advising in EdD programs be guided by equity and
justice; mutual respect; dynamic learning; flexibility; intellectual space; supportive and
safe learning environments; cohort and individualized attention; rigorous practices; and
integration of the needs of the doctoral student, the program’s norms, and the CPED
framework.
Innovation in the Education Doctorate
In response to the pressures facing education doctorate (EdD) programs, many
university leaders have embarked on a process of reflection and innovation to reenvision
program purpose and approach. Shulman et al. (2006) commended the University of
Southern California for restructuring both the EdD and PhD in education programs to
meet clear objectives and serve distinct student groups. The EdD program is now a 3year, part-time program with a practitioner focus whereas the PhD program is a full-time
program heavily focused on research (Shulman et al., 2006).
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Table 3
CPED Design Concepts for EdD Programs

Category

EdD design concepts

Scholarly
practitioners

Scholarly Practitioners blend practical wisdom with professional skills and
knowledge to name, frame, and solve problems of practice. They use
practical research and applied theories as tools for change because they
understand the importance of equity and social justice. They disseminate
their work in multiple ways, and they have an obligation to resolve problems
of practice by collaborating with key stakeholders, including the university,
the educational institution, the community, and individuals.

Signature
pedagogy

Signature Pedagogy is the pervasive set of practices used to prepare scholarly
practitioners for all aspects of their professional work: “To think, to perform,
and to act with integrity” (Shulman, 2005, p. 52). Signature pedagogy
includes three dimensions, as articulated by Lee Shulman (2005):
1. Teaching is deliberate, pervasive and persistent. It challenges
assumptions, engages in action, and requires ongoing assessment and
accountability.
2. Teaching and learning are grounded in theory, research, and in problems of
practice. It leads to habits of mind, hand, and heart that can and will be
applied to authentic professional settings.
3. Teaching helps students develop a critical and professional stance with a
moral and ethical imperative for equity and social justice.

Inquiry as
practice

Inquiry as Practice is the process of posing significant questions that focus on
complex problems of practice. By using various research, theories, and
professional wisdom, scholarly practitioners design innovative solutions to
address the problems of practice. At the center of Inquiry of Practice is the
ability to use data to understand the effects of innovation. As such, Inquiry of
Practice requires the ability to gather, organize, judge, aggregate, and analyze
situations, literature, and data with a critical lens.

Laboratories of
practice

Laboratories of Practice are settings where theory and practice inform and
enrich each other. They address complex problems of practice where ideas—
formed by the intersection of theory, inquiry, and practice—can be
implemented, measured, and analyzed for the impact made. Laboratories of
Practice facilitate transformative and generative learning that is measured by
the development of scholarly expertise and implementation of practice.

Dissertation in
practice

The Dissertation in Practice is a scholarly endeavor that impacts a complex
problem of practice.

Problem of
practice

A Problem of Practice is as a persistent, contextualized, and specific issue
embedded in the work of a professional practitioner, the addressing of which
has the potential to result in improved understanding, experience, and
outcomes.

Note. From The Framework, by Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate, 2018, para. 5
(https://www.cpedinitiative.org/page/framework).
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Lynn University
Lynn University of Boca Raton, Florida, opted to discontinue its PhD in Global
Leadership and focus on revising its EdD program according to the framework
established by CPED (R. Taylor & Storey, 2011). Using a needs assessment model,
Lynn University polled local educational leaders to ascertain current needs of the practice
and then developed instructional programming to ensure doctoral students would develop
the skills and knowledge necessary to address such issues. In lieu of a traditional
dissertation, Lynn University EdD students worked in teams to engage in analyzing and
solving a real issue put forth by a local organization following the consultancy model (R.
Taylor & Storey, 2011).
University of Central Florida
Similarly, the University of Central Florida (UCF) revised the EdD in PK-12
Educational Leadership to the PK-12 Executive EdD in Educational Leadership (R.
Taylor & Storey, 2011). UCF opted to require 15 units of research focused on addressing
current local educational issues instead of the traditional dissertation, emphasizing the
importance of both research and its application in real educational settings (R. Taylor &
Storey, 2011). An additional benefit of the development of the more structured nature
and student focus of the refined EdD program was that it provided an opportunity to
address issues of academic freedom of professors in a productive manner (R. Taylor &
Storey, 2011).
Morehead State University
Morehead State University of Morehead, Kentucky, was granted permission to
launch its first doctoral program in 2008 (Miller & Curry, 2014). Using the principles
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outlined by Shulman et al. in 2006, Morehead developed an EdD program in Educational
Technology Leadership based on three key focus areas outlined in Figure 6. The fully
online program was developed to meet the needs of the employed education practitioner
population and to build student capacity as practitioners, scholars, and servant leaders
(Miller & Curry, 2014). Much like the programs outlined previously, Morehead selected
a capstone project based on a real organizational issue in lieu of a dissertation (Miller &
Curry, 2014).

Figure 6. Guiding focus of Morehead State University EdD. From “But I Don’t Want to be a
Professor! The Innovations of an Online Practitioner Doctorate Focused on Educational
Technology Leadership,” by C. T. Miller and J. H. Curry, 2014, p. 37. Quarterly Review of
Distance Education, 15(3), 35-46. Reprinted with permission.

University of La Verne
Prior to CID and CPED, the University of La Verne embarked on the
development of an EdD program in Educational Leadership beginning in 1973 as “an
experiment in responsive, experiential education designed to empower the student to take
control of his or her own learning” (Cook, 2000, p. 6). In a historical study, Cook (2000)
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traced the social and cultural elements of the era that prompted the University of La
Verne’s dramatic break from tradition. Cook shared the stories of those involved in
revising the program that became a model of innovation by focusing on the needs of the
current study body and the promise of a practitioner-focused doctoral experience. The
University of La Verne program deviated from traditional EdD programs so greatly that
their 1981 Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) accreditation visit
resulted in censure from the visiting committee for program elements such as requiring
all students to have educational administration experience and focusing less on
independent original research (Cook, 2000).
Cook’s (2000) study used Collins and Porras’s (1994) framework for visionary
organizations as the lens by which to view the development of the University of
La Verne’s Education Doctorate program. For example, the faculty developed a process
for introducing each new course to students systematically, which the faculty
affectionately termed the “road show” (Cook, 2000, p. 118). During the road show at the
beginning of each term, students were provided with an orientation to the content for the
new term and an extensive handbook for each course, which provided clarity and assisted
with continuity between instructors (Cook, 2000). According to Cook (2000), these
natural developments in refining the program to better meet the needs of the student body
reflected the Collins and Porras (1994) elements of “Try a Lot of Stuff and See What
Works” and “Preserve the Core, Stimulate Progress” (p. 119). Much like the CPED
universities of the early 21st century, the University of La Verne envisioned a
practitioner-focused EdD that valued student professional experience and was grounded
in the application of research in real educational settings for the purpose of improving the
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profession (Cook, 2000). The story of University of La Verne was told because Cook
(2000) embarked on a nontraditional journey of using historical research to chronicle the
past of a doctoral program at University La Verne that was a model of innovation. This
historical study exists not just to chronicle that past but serves to create a dialogue
between the past and the present in order to inform the future of doctoral programs in this
nation.
Understanding Historical Research
The primary aim of historical research is to critically examine, analyze, and
document the records and stories of the past, specifically the past that can be
meaningfully reconstructed (Carr, 1961; Gottschalk, 1951). However, historical research
is not conducted solely to chronicle the past, but rather, historical research is conducted to
create a dialogue between the past and present that will allow humans to profit from the
experiences of the past and to inform the future (Gottschalk, 1951; Patten & Newhart
2018). Concerning historical research in education, McMillan and Schumacher (2014)
asserted that “the time we live in is truly amazing in terms of the possibilities for
education research” (p. 10). Along those lines, a study of a specific educational
organization or program may inform educational programming and may add to the body
of evidence in education that can be used to make decisions (McMillan & Schumacher,
2014).
This historical study of the development of Brandman University’s Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership is designed to chronicle the experiences of the
past, including the program growth periods and decisions made. This study may inform
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the future of the doctoral program at Brandman University and may support the
development of doctoral educational programs across the nation.
Tenants of Historical Research
In conducting historical research, the role of the historian is to utilize the
historical method to completely reconstruct the story of the past. However, it is well
accepted that this goal remains unattainable, with the researcher fortunate to tell the story
of even a part of the past as it occurred (Beach, 1969; Carr, 1961; Gottschalk, 1951;
Moss, 1974, Oral History Association, 1968). In fact, Gottschalk (1951) pointed to the
“inadequacy of the human imagination and of human speech” (p. 49) for this flawed
recreation of the past and asserted that the historian “tries to get as close an
approximation to the truth about the past as constant correction of his mental images will
allow” (p. 47). Accordingly, the historian conducts a thorough examination of sources of
historical evidence, including documents, numerical records, relics, and oral statements,
to recreate an accurate and credible approximation of the past, being careful to “neither
love the past nor to emancipate himself from the past, but to master and understand it as
the key to understanding the present” (Carr, 1961, p. 29).
Historical Criticism and Historiography
To credibly examine historical evidence, the historical researcher follows methods
of historical analysis. Specifically, the researcher must engage in a process that includes
the selection of a subject, collection of sourced information on the selected subject,
examination of those sources for authenticity, and selection of credible items and
information from the sources (Gottschalk, 1951). A lack of care in one of these areas
may result in an incomplete or inaccurate approximation of the past compared to what the
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researcher could have uncovered. Once the analysis is complete, the history is
synthesized and written in a process termed historiography. Subsequently, both the
researcher and other individuals with an interest in understanding the dynamics of human
history related to the subject are provided with an account of the past (Patten & Newhart,
2018). This account may be useful to individuals in any social system who want to better
understand their past and inform their future, including organizations of higher education.
Oral History
Besides the guiding principles delineated for the historical method and
historiography, additional protocols and guidelines exist that are specific to oral history.
This section comprises an overview of the history and development of the oral history
method. The origins of oral history can be traced to the days of preliterate societies
where history was held only in oral tradition with living people telling their recollections
and reminiscences of the past (Gottschalk, 1951; Moss, 1974, Oral History Association,
1968; Sitton, Mehaffy, & Davis, 1983). Because of the nature of oral method, oral
history “is subject to all of the vagaries and frailties of human recall; yet in this respect, it
is not substantially different from history as a whole, which is often distorted, subjective,
and viewed through the screen of contemporary experience” (Sitton et al., 1983, p. 4).
Subsequently, many historians questioned the credibility of oral history until the written
word and technology allowed for the oral recounts of individuals to be preserved and
recorded (Oral History Association, 1968, 2000, 2009).
Credibility in Historical Research
Credibility is critical to the integrity of all research and is of increased importance
in historical research, which can be distorted through memory, perspective, and time.
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Accordingly, it remains a nonnegotiable ethical obligation of a historian to be a neutral
collector of the past, making that past available for public knowledge while maintaining
the confidences of individual subjects (Moss, 1974; Sitton et al., 1983; Starr, 1996).
With strict adherence to these principles, historical research can serve individuals,
social systems, and organizations, including institutions of higher education in better
understanding their past and informing their future.
Research Gap
An apparent gap in the literature relates to the detailed study of individual
institutions and their historical journey through the innovation process to create or refine
their EdD program. While numerous studies exist regarding the history of the two
doctoral degrees available in education and generalities of programmatic changes made
by universities, particularly those involved in CPED, one study utilized a historical
research method to capture the experiences of the participants in the formation or revision
of an innovative EdD program (McCarty & Ortloff, 2014; Miller & Curry, 2014; Perry &
Imig, 2008; R. Taylor & Storey, 2011; Townsend, 2002). Perry (2010) provided a
comprehensive overview of institutional change, as defined by various scholars, but
neither applied the theories to specific institutions nor chronicled their journey through
the change process.
Cook (2000) provided a thorough historical study, chronicling the creation and
evolution of the innovative University of La Verne EdD in Educational Leadership.
However, Cook’s study is nearly 20 years old and addressed only the University of La
Verne program, which was developed over 40 years ago. Since the development of the
La Verne program, great changes have occurred in technological advancement and
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doctoral student demographics, and much has been learned regarding the diffusion of
innovation and organizational change. Additionally, much research has been done
regarding the establishment of foundational principles for creating a viable and vibrant
practitioner-focused education doctorate that receives as great of respect for its value to
the discipline as the JD and MD, and new doctoral programs have been developed to this
end (Shulman et al., 2006; Townsend, 2002).
One such program is the Brandman University Doctoral Program in
Organizational Leadership. To tell the story of Brandman University’s EdD program, it
is important to first describe the innovative history of the university this program grew
from—Chapman University. In 1958, Chapman University, a private institution of
higher education, established Brandman University initially known as Resident’s
Education Center (Brandman University, 2015). This institution formally separated from
Chapman University on June 1, 2008, and was accredited by WASC in February 2009
(see Brandman University 2011-2013 Strategic Plan, Appendix A).
From innovative and modest beginnings, this new college was not developed on a
commanding or stately campus; rather, it was intentionally located at the Marine Corps
Air Station in El Toro, California (Brandman University, n.d.-i). According to Brandman
University (2015),
Brandman’s original purpose was educating soldiers in the post-World War II era
as a special service of Chapman University. Marines could tap into the new GI
bill benefits directly on base while still remaining on active duty. Initially known
as the Residents Education Center, the program became wildly popular eventually
taking the name Chapman University College and expanding to offer degree
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programs to military spouses and civilian students. Over the next 4 decades it
would provide access to higher education for thousands of non-traditional
students at locations across the United States. Chapman University College
became a pioneer in adult centered education and was an innovator in accelerated
academic programs and online learning. Responding to demand, leaders decided
in order to best serve the non-traditional student population it was time to become
a separate non-profit institution within the Chapman University System. The
name Brandman University was selected in 2009 to honor a major gift from the
Brandman Foundation. [The] University name honors the legacy of Saul
Brandman, a World War II Veteran and generous philanthropist. Guided by
Joyce Brandman, the Brandman Foundation is focused on improving access to
education, strengthening health care, and supporting Veterans. [They] are proud
of [their] rich military heritage and today Brandman University provides students
from all backgrounds with a dynamic education based on excellence and
flexibility that creates lasting values and relevance for evolving careers. (video,
0:29-1:53)
Today, the vision of Brandman University is to be the recognized leader in adult
learning. It provides education at campus locations across California and Washington
and online learning across the nation and world (Brandman University, n.d.-c.). The
faculty of Brandman University (n.d.-d)
believe in continuous renewal and innovation . . . creating a participative and
collaborative culture . . . in ongoing academic and professional development . . .
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value diversity and nurture respect for the contributions of all cultures, stand for
quality, [and] stand for success. (para. 2)
The organizational chart in Figure 7 shows the structure of the new university (Brandman
University, 2011d).

Figure 7. Brandman University, Organizational Chart, April 2011, unpublished internal
document.

Just as Brandman University was originally established as an innovative concept
to provide education to a learner not yet served in the marketplace, in 2011, Brandman
University innovated once again, conceptualizing and designing an innovative EdD
program. This program proposed to develop a scholarly practitioner degree that would be
inaugurated in the summer of 2012 (Watermark Insights, 2011). According to Brandman
University (Watermark Insights, 2011), the degree program was designed as a distinctive
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program to provide adult learners with access to excellence in education while also
providing flexibility and creating lasting value and relevance for careers in today’s
market. The program was further designed to be compatible with the values of the
university, emphasizing a strong component of innovation, service orientation, integrity
in leadership, and attention to developing leaders who have the skills and commitment to
teamwork. Specifically, university leaders set out to
develop strategic, innovative and caring leaders, and practitioners who are able to
fulfill the promise and purpose of education in a pluralistic and democratic society
by promoting the individual to become a transformational agent of change within
local, state, national and/or global communities. (Watermark Insights, 2011, p. 1)
The specific mission of the program was to “develop visionary leaders who are
creative agents of change in transforming their diverse organizations through
collaboration, innovation, positive influence, strategic thinking and a profound
commitment to lifelong learning” (Watermark Insights, 2011, p. 2). The philosophy of
the program rested on a core belief that good leaders are reflective practitioners with
strong character who possess a deep concern for others and the skills to lead their
organization. Furthermore, program developers emphasized a belief that strong leaders
are lifelong learners who value professional collaboration. Specific program learning
outcomes included visionary leadership, diversity, collaborative relationships, political
intelligence, strategic thinking, and creativity and sustained innovation.
Structurally, the program was designed with courses offered online with face-toface sessions required monthly in a cohort setting and immersions 3 times a year at a
conference setting near the main university campus in Irvine. Classes were to include
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synchronous and asynchronous sessions aimed to balance independent learning with
collaboration. Online instructional strategies were designed to access the latest in
technological advances and a range of formats (Watermark Insights, 2011).
The EdD program in organizational leadership represented innovation and a
substantive change from the past (Watermark Insights, 2011). Throughout the journey of
program concept, design, implementation, and evolution, key leaders were faced with a
multitude of decisions. The essence of the thoughts and decisions made by key leaders in
the program makes up the story of Brandman’s EdD program.
The purpose of this study was to conduct a historical investigation regarding the
creation of the Brandman University EdD in Organizational Leadership, which launched
in 2012. Utilizing Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four-frame model as a framework, the
study explored the innovation process utilized to create the Brandman EdD program from
the perspective of all members involved in the work, from chancellors to support staff.
This study will be useful to the field in providing a model of innovation that may be used
to inform the future creation and revision of other EdD programs in pursuit of producing
a highly effective professional practice doctorate in education.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Overview
Innovative leadership is critical to the lifespan of all organizations, including
institutions of higher education (Townsend et al., 1992). A key to innovative leadership
in the present and future is to preserve the decisions and actions of those leading
innovations so that others may utilize the past to better inform the future (Bolman &
Deal, 2017). Leaders at Brandman University (Watermark Insights, 2011) boldly
conceptualized, designed, and implemented an EdD program that required substantive
innovative leadership that was uncharacteristic for institutions of higher education. In
this vein, understanding the past of Brandman’s doctoral program may well benefit the
future of the program and serve as a guide to leaders in doctoral programs at other
institutions of higher education. The intent of this study was to present the story of the
Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman University as told in the
words of the key leaders who influenced the program from concept and design to
implementation.
Chapter III outlines the methodology used in this study to examine the history of
Brandman University through the words of the key leaders involved in the concept,
design, and implementation of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at
Brandman University. Specifically, it focuses on the decisions that guided program
development and the factors that influenced key leaders and decisions from the
perspective of Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four-frame model. This chapter begins with the
purpose statement and research questions studied as well as the research design used to
answer the research questions. This chapter describes the population and how the
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research sample was determined followed by a thorough account of the research
instruments utilized, data collection, and organizational procedures. The chapter then
describes how the data were analyzed. Limitations of the study are discussed including a
review of the procedures to protect the human subjects who volunteered to participate in
this study. The chapter concludes with an overall summary of the methodology utilized.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this historical research study was to document the development of
the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman University from concept
and design to implementation with the Alpha cohort of 2012. In addition, it was the
purpose of this study to chronicle the decisions that guided program development and the
factors that influenced key leaders and decisions from an innovation perspective of
Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four-frame model of structural, human resource, political and
symbolic frames.
Research Questions
1. What were the key structural factors and decisions that led to the creation and
evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership?
2. What were the key human resource factors and decisions that led to the creation and
evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership?
3. What were the key political factors and decisions that led to the creation and evolution
of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?
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4. What were the key symbolic factors and decisions that led to the creation and evolution
of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?
5. What frame or combination of frames do the participants perceive had the greatest
impact on the creation and development of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?
Research Design
Creswell (2018) suggested that researchers elucidate the philosophical worldview
proposed in the study, define ideas related to that worldview, and make clear how the
approach to research was shaped by that worldview. To chronicle the history of the
Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership, a qualitative historical
research approach was taken, including historiography and oral history. This approach
was based on the philosophical worldview of the researchers as educators interested in
how a significant understanding of the past expressed firsthand by individuals who
experienced the past can be leveraged to shape the desired future of institutions and
organizations. Patten and Newhart (2018) affirmed that historical research provides
individuals with an interest in understanding the dynamics of a society, an organization,
or an institution with an in-depth and otherwise potentially unexplored account of the
past. This study was conducted by peer researchers with this researcher studying
program concept, design, and implementation with the Alpha cohort of 2012 and a peer
researcher studying program evolution from the Beta cohort of 2013 through the Zeta
cohort of 2017. Joining the interests and experiences of the researchers with a historical
methodology allowed for the use of interviews with in-depth questions aimed at telling
the story and history of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational
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Leadership through the words of key leaders involved in the concept, design, and
implementation of the program. The account of the Brandman program as described in
the words of the key leaders may provide critical insight into shaping future program
development at Brandman and at institutions of higher education across the nation.
Historical Research
The primary aim of historical research is to critically examine, analyze, and
document the records and survivals of the past, specifically the past that can be
meaningfully reconstructed (Carr, 1961; Gottschalk, 1951). However, historical research
is not conducted solely to chronicle the past; rather, historical research is conducted to
create a dialogue between the past and present that will allow humans to profit from the
experiences of the past and to inform the future (Gottschalk, 1951; Patten & Newhart
2018). Concerning historical research in education, McMillan and Schumacher (2014)
asserted that “the time we live in is truly amazing in terms of the possibilities for
education research” (p. 10). Along those lines, a study of a specific educational
organization or program may inform educational programming and may add to the body
of evidence in education that can be used to make decisions (McMillan & Schumacher,
2014). In this historical study of the doctoral program at Brandman University, the
experiences of the past were captured through an examination of primary source artifacts
and interviews of key leaders in the program concept, design, and implementation. The
data were rigorously analyzed using the methods of historical analysis, including internal
and external criticism, to ensure accuracy in the accounts of the history of Brandman’s
Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership.
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Role of historian. In conducting historical research, the role of the historian is to
utilize the historical method to completely reconstruct the story of the past. However, it
is well accepted that this goal remains unattainable, with the researcher fortunate to tell
the story of even a part of the past as it occurred (Beach, 1969; Carr, 1961; Gottschalk,
1951; Moss, 1974, Oral History Association, 1968). In fact, Gottschalk (1951) pointed to
the “inadequacy of the human imagination and of human speech” (p. 49) for this flawed
recreation of the past and asserted that the historian “tries to get as close an
approximation to the truth about the past as constant correction of his mental images will
allow” (p. 47). In this study, the researcher conducted an examination of the sources
using the four tests of the historical analysis, that is, selection of subjects, collection of
probable sources on that subject, examination of the sources for genuineness, and the
extraction of credible information (Gottschalk, 1951). The purpose of this examination
was to recreate an accurate and credible approximation of the past, in this case, the
history of the concept, design, and implementation of the Doctorate in Organizational
Leadership at Brandman University.
Historical analysis. To credibly examine historical evidence, the researcher
followed methods of historical analysis as explained by Gottschalk (1951). The collected
data were assessed for authenticity and accuracy in a method of historical criticism.
Gottschalk described internal and external criticism as foundational to historical analysis.
External criticism involves the researcher asking “Is this source authentic?” and
evaluating a document for intentional inaccuracies (Gottschalk, 1951). Obstacles to
external criticism arise in cases in which the creator or observers of the creator of a
document are no longer available. In this study, because the primary sources of data
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were available for interview and dialogue, external criticism was not a concern (Borg &
Gall, 1989). Alternatively, internal criticism involves the researcher asking, “Is this
source honest and unbiased?” To address these issues, the researcher utilized the four
tests of historical analysis: (a) knowledge and competence of the author, (b) lapse in time
since the event and the impact based on subsequent events and reflections or
reminiscences, (c) bias of the author in the interpretation of the event by others, and
(d) consistency of data across sources (Gay, 1987).
Historiography. Once the collection and analysis of the data were complete, the
history was synthesized and written in a process termed historiography (Gottschalk,
1951). According to Berg (2007), “Understanding the historical nature of phenomena,
events, people, agencies, and even institutions is important. In many ways, it may be as
important as understanding the items themselves” (p. 266). Subsequently, in this study
both the researcher and other individuals with an interest in understanding the dynamics
of human history related to the subject were provided with an account of the past. Patten
and Newhart (2018) asserted that this account may be useful to individuals in any social
system wanting to better understand its past and to inform its future. Specifically, in this
study, the account of the concept, design, and implementation of the Brandman Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership may be useful to individuals wanting to better
understand organizations of higher education for the purposes of informing future
program development.
Oral history. Besides the guiding principles delineated for the historical method
and historiography, additional guidelines exist that are specific to oral history. The
origins of oral history can be traced to the days of preliterate societies where history was
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held only in oral tradition with living people telling their recollections and reminiscences
of the past (Gottschalk, 1951; Moss, 1974, Oral History Association, 1968; Sitton et al.,
1983). Because of the nature of this oral method, oral history “is subject to all of the
vagaries and frailties of human recall; yet in this respect, it is not substantially different
from history as a whole, which is often distorted, subjective, and viewed through the
screen of contemporary experience” (Sitton et al., 1983, p. 4). Consequently, in the past,
many historians questioned the credibility of oral history until the written word and
technology allowed for the oral recounts of individuals to be preserved and recorded
(Oral History Association, 1968, 2000, 2009).
Recognizing the need for guidelines and credibility in oral history, in 1968, the
Oral History Association adopted goals and guidelines for researchers to follow. While
these guidelines are critical to the field of oral history, it has also been argued that to add
rigor and ethical understanding to the use of the guidelines, each researcher needs to face
the same decisions in his or her own conscience rather than mechanically accepting the
decisions made by the Oral History Association (Moss, 1974). In this study, the Oral
History Association guidelines were followed, and the researcher reviewed and
considered each of the guidelines.
Credibility in historical research. Credibility is critical to the integrity of all
research and is of increased importance in historical research that can be distorted
through memory, perspective, and time. Accordingly, it remains an ethical obligation of
a historian to be a neutral collector of the past, making that past available for public
knowledge while maintaining the confidences of individual subjects (Moss, 1974;
Sitton et al., 1983; Starr, 1996). With adherence to these principles, historical research
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can serve individuals, social systems, and organizations, including institutions of higher
education in better understanding their past and informing their future.
Method Rationale
The literature is rich with studies of innovation on higher education that have
been completed using a case study or mixed-methods approach. One study by Perry
(2010) focused on the diffusion of innovations in three universities in the Carnegie
Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED). The case study design of this research
allowed for an evaluation of program success. Another study by Marsh (2013) focused
on program alignment to CPED principles. The mixed-methods design was not focused
on chronicling an in-depth history of the program in the words of the people involved.
Measuring evidence of principles present in program implementation was the research
focus.
Case study or mixed methods were not utilized for this study because the focus
was on describing, understanding, and interpreting history of the program told in the
words of the key leaders. It is the recreation of significant past events told through the
words of these key leaders, corroborated by historical research approaches including
historiography and oral history, that were utilized to chronicle the history of the
Brandman University doctoral program (Beach, 1969; Carr, 1961; Gottschalk, 1951;
Moss, 1974; Oral History Association, 1968).
This historical method was successfully utilized in a study by Cook (2000) to
chronicle the story of the University of La Verne through the words of the key leaders
from its inception to development. Through the use of a historical approach, an in-depth
history was provided. With the guidance of faculty, the peer researchers collaboratively
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selected the historical research design that focused on chronicling the history of the
Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership. Utilizing
historical research to examine the Brandman EdD program through the eyes and words of
the key leaders may inform the future of Brandman’s doctoral program and doctoral
programs at universities across the nation.
Population
According to McMillan and Schumacher (2014), a population is a collection of
individuals who meet particular criteria and to which the researcher plans to generalize
the results of the study. Population is further defined by Patten (2012) as individuals who
have distinguishing characteristics from which the researcher will ultimately select the
research sample. For this study, the population included all administrators, faculty, and
board members who worked for Brandman University during the time of the concept,
design, and implementation of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership to
2107. In this case, the population included 178 individuals. This population included 18
members of the board of regents, 34 administrators including the chancellor, executive
vice chancellor of finance and administration and administrative team, executive vice
chancellor of academic affairs/provost along with administrative team and 99 faculty
members, vice chancellor of marketing and communications and administrative team, and
executive vice chancellor of enrollment and student affairs and administrative team
including 27 campus directors serving campus locations throughout the states of
California and Washington (Brandman University, n.d.-a, n.d.-b, 2013). As a result of
time, geographic, and fiscal constraints, the researcher did not find it practical to study
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the entire population. Therefore, the population was further narrowed to a target
population from which the results of the study could be generalized.
Target Population
Patten (2012) described a target population as a subset of the population that the
researcher has narrowed from within the larger population. It is from the target
population that the researcher takes the sample and generalize results from the data. A
target population is often narrowed to overcome constraints such as time, geography, and
fiscal considerations (Creswell, 2018). For this study, the target population was
identified as key leaders who worked at Brandman and were directly involved in the
program’s concept, design, and implementation of the Brandman Doctoral Program in
Organizational Leadership. These individuals made up the target population for this
study.
Sample
According to Patten (2012), a practical way of defining a sample “is the group in
which researchers are ultimately interested” (p. 45). Commonly in research, the sample
is a narrowed set of the target population; however, at times, because of factors such as
small size, the sample is the same as the target population. In this research study, the
sample was identified to be the same as the target population, that is, key leaders who
were directly involved in the concept, design, and implementation of the Brandman
Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership with the Alpha cohort of 2012.
Snowball sampling was the method utilized to include information-rich
interviewees with a range of perspectives on the program creation and development
(Patton, 2015). McMillan and Schumacher (2014) described that snowball sampling, also
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called network sampling, is a strategy frequently utilized for in-depth interview studies in
which “each successive participant or group is named by a preceding group or
individual” (p. 351). Patton (2015) described snowball sampling as
an approach for locating information-rich key informants which begins by asking
well-situated people, “Who knows a lot about ____? Whom should I talk to?”
By asking a number of people who else to talk with the snowball gets bigger and
bigger as you accumulate new information-rich cases. In most programs or
systems, a few key names or incidents are mentioned repeatedly. Those people or
events recommended as valuable by a number of different informants take on
special importance. The chain of recommended informants would typically
diverge initially as many possible sources are recommended and then converge as
a few key names get mentioned over and over again. (p. 298)
Sample Participant Selection Process
In this historical study, the peer researchers purposefully snowball sampled key
leaders who were involved in the concept, design, and implementation of the Brandman
Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership. This snowball sample was initiated by
the peer researchers making contact via e-mail with the founding dean, Christine Zeppos,
who led the concept, design, and implementation of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership. The purpose of the e-mail was to familiarize
Zeppos with the purpose of the research study and to request the names of individuals
who were influential in the early years of concept, design, and implementation of the
program with the Alpha cohort of 2012 as well as in the timeframe of program evolution
from the Beta cohort of 2013 through the Zeta cohort of 2017. The founding dean
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provided the peer researchers with an initial list of names divided into these two eras. In
consultation with faculty, the peer researchers reviewed the names provided.
Following the study approval by the Institutional Review Board at Brandman
University, the members of the initial list of the sample population were contacted and
asked whether they were willing to participate in an interview. These participants were
contacted by the researcher as follows to request interview participation:
1. The researcher contacted the prospective participants via e-mail to introduce the study
and solicit their participation in an interview.
2. Following confirmation to participate in the study, the researcher e-mailed each
participant a formal invitation to participate (Appendix B), Research Participant’s Bill
of Rights from Brandman University (Appendix C), informed consent form (Appendix
D), and a copy of the interview protocol and interview questions (Appendix E).
As typical in a snowball method, the snowball list expanded as interviews were
conducted with the initial sample list provided by Zeppos, initially diverging then
converging with the names of individuals who were recommended repeatedly for
inclusion in the study as being critical to the concept, design, and implementation of the
Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership. In the interviews, the
participants were shown the list of participants and asked whether there was anyone else
the researcher should talk to relevant to the study. Names that were recommended by
more than one participant were reviewed by the peer researchers in consultation with
faculty for potential inclusion in the study. The snowball sampling process resulted in
ten individuals invited to participate in the study.
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Instrumentation
This study utilized a historical method relying heavily on oral history, which
emphasizes interviews between the researcher and study participants as a primary
approach to data collection (Gottschalk, 1951). Moss (1974) explained that in a historical
method the researcher collects data from artifacts as well as first-hand data from
individuals who lived through the events being studied, integrating the two sets of data to
recreate the story of the event being studied. The most important distinction for this
study was Gottschalk’s (1951) argument that a historical method allows the researcher to
recreate the past in a depth and perspective not accessible in other methods of research.
The use of a historical method develops the reader’s understanding of the factors
and decisions that guided program development and the factors that influenced key
leaders and decisions from an innovation perspective of Bolman and Deal’s (2017) fourframe model of structural, human resource, political, and symbolic frames. Interview
questions were created for qualitative data collection, and primary source artifact review
was conducted to support data collected from the interviews in recreating the story of
Brandman’s doctoral program.
Qualitative Instrument–Interviews
The Brandman Historical Interview Protocol was the qualitative instrument
created for this study, which included a series of semistructured interview questions.
Sitton et al. (1983) stated that a well conducted interview has the power to uncover the
story of the past. While interviews can take many structures, a semistructured interview
was preferred for the historical method. Moss (1974) suggested that this type of
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interview question provides the interviewer an opportunity to elicit reflective and
interpretative answers from the interviewee.
The interview questions in this study were designed based on Bolman and Deal’s
(2017) four-frame model. Questions were developed by the peer researchers in an
iterative process in consultation with Brandman University faculty to verify alignment
with the research questions. In addition, questions were field tested in two interviews
with interviewees who qualified as study participants and were not included in the study
and an observer with extensive training and experience in qualitative research methods
and interviews. The questions were designed to prompt responses that could be used to
chronicle the history of the Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership.
Feedback from the field tests was used to revise the interview protocol in consultation
with faculty. After multiple iterations, the 23 interview questions were selected: four
introductory questions to learn about the participant’s background and role with the
university; one question specifically about innovation; additional questions for each of
Bolman and Deal’s four-frames; one question to inquire about participant perspective on
importance of any one of the frames on guiding program concept, design, and
implementation; and two additional closing questions to give the participant an
opportunity to share important details that were not covered in a prior response.
Prospective participants were sent an introductory e-mail requesting participation
in the study along with the letter of invitation to participate (Appendix B). Once
participants confirmed their willingness to participate in the study, an e-mail was sent to
each participant to provide the participant with time to contemplate past events in
preparation for the scheduled interview. This e-mail included an interview overview
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along with the interview questions (Appendix E). This aligned with Gottschalk’s (1951)
recommendation to make the historical research interview participant informed in
advance of the questions to be presented in order afford time to consider and recollect the
topics at hand. As part of this communication, the researcher also provided the study
participant with the Research Participant’s Bill of Rights (Appendix C) and the informed
consent form (Appendix D).
Interviews were scheduled for 2 hours and were conducted in person at a
Brandman University location, other convenient location, or using an online meeting
room platform that was currently in use by the university to allow for the convenience of
the participants. The historical interview process commenced with brief casual dialogue
to put participants at ease. The researcher utilized the Brandman Historical Interview
Protocol to review the purpose and format of the interview session, Research
Participant’s Bill of Rights and the informed consent form. Then the researcher asked the
participant to sign the informed consent form and collected the signed document. All
interviews were conducted with the authorization of the Brandman University
Institutional Review Board. Interviews were transcribed using transcription software
with refinement by the researcher. The data collected from the individual interviews
were transcribed by the researcher following the interviews, and persistent themes were
coded and analyzed by NVivo programming developed by QSR International. Frequency
tables were created to organize the data and determine the frequency with which each
theme was repeated by the research participants.
In addition to designing an interview protocol and questions, Patton (2015) stated
that further careful planning and thinking is required if an interview is to become a good
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tool of historical research. Specifically, Moss (1974) contended that “only after thorough
immersion in the primary and secondary sources and the development of masterful
competence in the subjects should an interviewer feel justified in committing the time,
expense and effort required by oral history” (p. 11). It is the responsibility of the
interviewer to prepare by becoming acquainted with many sources, including primary
artifacts that reveal where a given interviewee fits into the overall picture (Moss, 1974).
This type of preparation served to build the trust necessary for an interviewee to have the
type of candor required for a successful interview. To further prepare for the interviews,
the peer researchers conducted an extensive review of the literature on historical research,
the history of higher education, and the history of the Brandman Doctoral Program in
Organizational Leadership. This study of the history of the Brandman program was
conducted through an examination of artifacts related to the concept, design, and
implementation of the program.
Qualitative Data–Artifact Review
Artifacts and relics were gathered as part of the data collection process. These
artifacts and relics were retrieved from Brandman University’s web pages, Brandman
University’s password protected website for students, and requested from Brandman
University’s personnel (see Table 4). Examination of these documents and relics was
conducted with specifications of internal and external criticism in order to ascertain their
prospective use for this study. Gottschalk (1951) cautioned historical researchers that
facts of history are subjective and to be studied objectively, and application of special
kinds of safeguards against error are necessary. Adhering to the tenants of historical
research, the researcher examined each artifact and relic prior to inclusion in the study
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(Gottschalk, 1951). Following thorough analysis to answer the research questions, the
artifacts and relics were electronically saved for ease of storage, retrieval, and data
analysis.

Table 4
Artifact and Relic Collection
Source

Sample artifacts and relics

University website

Video on history of Brandman University

Brandman EdD Facebook

Photographs of program students, faculty, rituals, and celebrations

University personnel

Unpublished internal documents such as Brandman University WASC
Substantive Change Proposal

In person observation

Mannequin EdDy

Note: These are sample items and as such, this list is not exhaustive.

Researcher as the Instrument of the Study
By its very design, qualitative research positions the researcher as the instrument
of the inquiry (Patton, 2015). As a result, the unique attributes, values, past experiences,
and background of the researcher as the individual conducting the interviews and
analyzing artifacts influences the collection of the data (Creswell, 2018). In addition,
bias may exist because of the researcher being a doctoral student at Brandman University
at the time of this study. In acknowledgement of the participatory role of the researcher,
Patton (2015) advocated for qualitative researchers to use empathetic neutrality, or
human care and understanding, or the experiences of the participants in a study without
ascribing judgement. Similarly, McMillan and Schumacher (2014) described that the
qualitative researcher role includes engaging in continual self-reflection. Likewise, Moss
(1974) argued that interviewer preparation is a key method to ensure validity and
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reliability in the research process. This is confirmed by Sitton et al. (1983) who stated
that establishing a depth of knowledge about the historical method and the events being
studied positions the researcher to minimize any inherent bias and subjectivity that exist
in the interview process.
In preparation for the interviews conducted in this study and to gain a thorough
understanding of timelines, documents, factors, and key decisions, the researcher
acquired in-depth background knowledge about the Brandman University doctoral
program through a review of artifacts including websites, brochures, proposals,
evaluation reports, photographs, and other documents related to the concept, design, and
implementation of the Brandman doctoral program. In addition, the researcher studied
the historical method, oral history, and historiography through a study of the literature in
this field. Finally, to fully prepare for the interviews and mitigate the role of bias, the
researcher developed interviewing skills through doctoral coursework, field testing of
interview questions with expert faculty and observers, and completing the course
“Protecting Human Research Participants through the National Institute of Health (see
Appendix F.
Field-Testing
Two field tests of the Brandman Historical Interview Protocol were conducted
with faculty members in Brandman University’s Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership who qualified for the study and were not included in the study. These two
individuals participated in an interview with the thematic peer researchers who were
observed by another key faculty member in Brandman University’s doctoral program in
Organizational Leadership and is trained and experienced in qualitative interviews. One
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of these interviews was conducted in person at a Brandman University campus location,
and the other interview was conducted in an online meeting room in a platform hosted by
the university. Following each field-test interview, the thematic peer researchers
solicited feedback on the interview questions and the interview protocol. In each
instance, the field study interview participant provided feedback using the Field-Test
Participant Feedback Questions (see Appendix G) and the field study interview observer
provided feedback using the Interview Feedback Questions (see Appendix H). Based on
an analysis of the feedback provided to the researchers, the interview questions and
protocol were revised in consultation with faculty prior to approval by the faculty.
Validity
McMillan and Schumacher (2014) defined validity in qualitative studies as the
degree to which explanations of phenomena match reality, which relates to the
truthfulness of findings and conclusions. More specifically, Patten and Newhart (2018)
addressed whether a research tool measures what it is designed and claims to measure,
positioning the researcher to draw predictions and conclusions that are truthful. To
establish validity in this study, the researcher used strategies recommended in the
literature including digitally recording interviews and once interviews were transcribed
providing the transcription to participant to examine for accuracy. Revisions were made
to ensure the transcription correctly stated what the participant recalled saying and
intended to state. In addition, when using the interview data in the study, the researcher
included rich, detailed quotes to capture the experience of the participants (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2014) and triangulated interview data with the data gathered from artifact
and relic review. These documents supported the findings and conclusions of the study.
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Reliability
Reliability has been defined as occurring when the collection, analysis, and results
of the data are aligned (Creswell, 2018; Patton, 2015). Specific to oral history as part of
the historical method, reliability is defined by Hoffman (1996) as “the consistency with
which an individual will tell the same story about the same events on a number of
different occasions” (p. 89). Strategies were utilized in this study to increase reliability,
including the development and field testing of the research instruments and the
triangulation of data for alignment across instances of reporting.
In order to prevent data collection bias, research instruments including interview
questions and interview protocols were developed as reliable instruments by the thematic
peer researchers and faculty. These instruments were the Brandman Historical Interview
Protocol, which included interview information, predeveloped questions, and discussion
probes. Research instruments were field tested by the thematic researchers through a
process of practice on live participants who met the sample criteria and were not included
in the study with feedback provided from an expert researcher. The peer researchers
independently coded the transcripts from each interview three times. In addition, to
establish intercoder reliability, each peer researcher coded one interview conducted and
transcribed by the research partner. When compared, these coded interviews revealed at
least an 80% accuracy rate further increasing reliability in the study. In addition,
frequency tables were created to organize the data and determine the frequency that each
theme was repeated by the research participants. Finally, the data were triangulated
across interview participants, internal, and external artifacts for consistency.
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Data Collection
The data collection for this study began in August 2019, following approval by
Brandman University Institutional Review Board (see Appendix I). Study participants
were identified through the snowball sampling method and each engaged to participate in
a 2-hour interview either in person or using an online video conferencing tool. Once each
interview was scheduled, the participant was provided three preparatory documents: letter
of invitation to participate (Appendix B), informed consent form (Appendix D), and
Research Participant’s Bill of Rights (Appendix C). Participants were also notified that
participation in the study was voluntary and data would be stored confidentially.
Interviews were digitally recorded using a cellular phone and a backup digital recording
device. Interview recordings were then transcribed using transcription software with
refinements made by the researcher.
Data Analysis
This qualitative historical research study utilized data analysis methods consistent
with the historical method for the analysis of artifacts and relics as well as interviews of
individuals who were directly involved in the concept, design, and implementation of the
Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership. The data
collected were analyzed using internal and external criticism. This study adhered to
Gottschalk’s (1951) description of historical methodology in an effort to create an
accurate and in-depth historical account of the people and events involved in the creation
and implementation of Brandman’s doctoral program through the eyes and words of the
participants. Specifically, the researcher worked to extract credible information free from
personal interests, values, and biases (Gottschalk, 1951).
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In addition, data were organized according to the theoretical framework
developed by Bolman and Deal (2017). In this framework, key decisions made by
leaders are based on the frame they use to see the world. Through engaging each
interview participant in consideration regarding the role the structural, human resource,
political, and symbolic frames played in decisions made, the researcher was able to
utilize the data gathered to tell the story of the doctoral program as well as the frames
utilized in making key decisions about the program during the time of its concept, design,
and implementation. Viewing particular factors and decisions made by leaders of the
Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership through the lens of
Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four-frame model provided additional insight about the
significance of how key decisions shaped the program. After being analyzed, the data
were organized into two time periods: concept, design, and implementation with the
Alpha cohort of 2012 and the Beta cohort of 2013 through the Zeta cohort of 2017.
Study findings based on a historical method and innovation theory through Bolman and
Deal’s four-frames are described in Chapter IV.
Limitations
Limitations are those factors present in all studies that are out of the researcher’s
control and may impact the results and the generalizability of the study (Patton, 2015). In
this thematic study of the history of Brandman University’s Doctoral Program in
Organizational Leadership, the researcher acted vigilantly to safeguard against research
limitations impacting the study. The following limitations were identified:
1. This study was specific to one university’s doctoral program and therefore may not be
generalizable.
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2. The researcher was the central instrument of the study, which means bias may exist.
3. All study participants and faculty the researcher worked in consultation with were
involved in the Brandman University program at it’s inception or are involved in the
program currently.
4. Interview data were reported by participants who were subject to their own memory,
biases, interpretations, and inaccuracies therefore constraining complete accuracy.
Summary
Chapter III outlined the methodology used in this study to examine the history of
Brandman University through the words of the key leaders involved in the concept,
design, and implementation of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at
Brandman University. This chapter began with the purpose statement and research
questions studied as well as the research design utilized to answer the research questions.
This chapter described the population and how the research sample was determined. A
thorough description was provided of the research instruments utilized and the data
collection and organizational procedures. The chapter then described in depth how the
data were analyzed. Limitations of the study were discussed including a description of
the procedures to protect the human subjects who volunteered to participate in this study.
The next chapter focuses on results gathered from the qualitative research procedures
utilized to conduct this historical study.

97

CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS
Overview
The historical research study documented the development of the Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman University from concept and design
to initial implementation with the Alpha cohort of 2012. In addition, this study
chronicled the decisions that guided program development and the factors that influenced
key leaders and decisions from an innovation perspective of Bolman and Deal’s (2017)
four-frame model of structural, human resource, political, and symbolic frames. The
current chapter begins with the purpose statement, research questions, a brief narrative of
the methodology and data collection procedures, and a review of the population and
sample used in the study. Next, the data are presented along with a summary of the
findings. The data collected from the qualitative interviews address each research
question and are presented in a table format and a narrative including direct quotes from
key leaders in the Brandman doctoral program. This is followed with a historical
narrative aimed at telling the story of the doctoral program in the words of the key leaders
involved in the concept, design, and implementation of the program. In addition, a
historical narrative developed by the peer researcher telling the story of the evolution of
the program from the Beta cohort of 2013 through the Zeta cohort of 2017 is included to
provide continuity for the reader. Chapter IV concludes with a summary of the findings.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this historical research study was to document the development of
the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman University from concept
and design to implementation with the Alpha cohort of 2012. In addition, it was the
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purpose of this study to chronicle the decisions that guided program development and the
factors that influenced key leaders and decisions from an innovation perspective of
Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four-frame model of structural, human resource, political, and
symbolic frames.
Research Questions
1. What were the key structural factors and decisions that led to the creation and
evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership?
2. What were the key human resource factors and decisions that led to the creation and
evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership?
3. What were the key political factors and decisions that led to the creation and evolution
of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?
4. What were the key symbolic factors and decisions that led to the creation and evolution
of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?
5. What frame or combination of frames do the participants perceive had the greatest
impact on the creation and development of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?
Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures
A historical research methodology was used to answer the research questions. A
historical study, explained Gottschalk (1951), is a powerful research methodology
because it provides a critical examination, analysis, and documentation of the past.
Furthermore, this type of in-depth account allows individuals or organizations to benefit
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from past experiences, decisions, and impacts that are realized over a lifespan as a means
to inform a progressed future (Beach, 1969; Carr, 1961; Gottschalk, 1951; Moss, 1974).
To collect the qualitative interview data, the researcher conducted eight
interviews with key leaders involved in the concept, design, and implementation of the
Brandman doctoral program. The interviews were semistructured and guided through the
use of an interview guide titled Brandman University Doctoral Program History
Interview Protocol Script and Interview Questions (Appendix E). Peer researchers and
faculty advisors developed the interview protocol. The interview protocol included
questions related to each of the four frames—structural, human resource, political, and
symbolic—established in the work of Bolman and Deal (2017). All interviews were
recorded using a digital device and transcribed through an online transcription service.
Prior to engaging in data analysis, the researcher read each interview transcription a
minimum of two times and e-mailed it to the participant to check for accuracy and to
request that the participant indicate any information in the transcription to be omitted
from the transcript to maintain confidentiality of the participant.
When received back from the participant, transcribed interviews were coded by
the researcher for themes. Once a list of preliminary themes was generated across all
transcripts, the researcher looked for patterns within themes. A structure was created in
NVivo that included major themes and categories based on frequency of each code. The
researcher collected artifacts and viewed relics related to the period of program concept,
design, and implementation. Artifacts included internal and external documents, social
media posts, and photographs; and relics included items such as mannequins, pins, and
plaques.
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Interrater Reliability
Interrater reliability is a method of demonstrating reliability in the data through a
third party coding the data and reaching the same conclusions as the researcher (Patton,
2015). For the purposes of this thematic study, the peer researcher checked the coding on
one interview to ensure consistency and accuracy of themes. When the researcher and a
third-party coder have an agreement level of 80% or higher in their coding, interrater
reliability has been established (Creswell, 2018). The peer researcher in this study
achieved an agreement level of higher than 80% of codes identified by the researcher,
therefore ensuring accuracy of the themes.
Population
A population is a collection of individuals who meet particular criteria and to
which the researcher plans to generalize the results of the study (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2014). Population is further defined as individuals who have distinguishing
characteristics from which the researcher will ultimately select the research sample
(Patten, 2012). The population of 178 individuals for this study included the 34
administrators, 27 campus directors, 99 faculty members, and 18 board members who
worked for Brandman University during the time of the concept, design, and
implementation of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership (Brandman
University, n.d.-a, n.d.-d, 2013). As a result of time, geographic, and fiscal constraints,
the researcher did not find it practical to study the entire population, so the population
was narrowed to identify a target population. The target population for this study was
narrowed to the key leaders who worked at Brandman and were directly involved in the
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concept, design, and implementation of the Brandman Doctoral Program in
Organizational Leadership with the Alpha cohort of 2012.
Sample
A practical way of defining a sample “is the group in which researchers are
ultimately interested” (Patten, 2012, p. 45). Often the sample is a narrowed set of the
target population; however, at times, because of factors such as small size, the sample is
the same as the target population. In this study, the sample was identified to be the same
as the target population, that is, key leaders who were directly involved in the concept,
design, and implementation of the Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership with the Alpha cohort of 2012.
In order to identify information-rich interviewees with a range of perspectives on
the program creation and development, snowball sampling was utilized (Patton, 2015).
Snowball sampling is a method frequently used for in-depth interview studies in which
“each successive participant or group is named by a preceding group or individual”
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2014, p. 351).
In this historical study, the peer researchers purposefully snowball sampled key
leaders who were involved in the concept, design, implementation, and evolution of the
Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership. The researchers initiated the
sample by making e-mail contact with the founding dean, Christine Zeppos. The
intention of the e-mail was to familiarize Zeppos with the purpose of the research study
and to request the names of individuals who were influential in the early years of concept,
design, and implementation of the program with the Alpha cohort of 2012 as well as in
the timeframe of program evolution from the Beta cohort of 2013 through the Zeta cohort
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of 2017. In consultation with faculty, the peer researchers reviewed the initial list of
names provided by the founding dean.
Based on this review of the initial list of the sample population, 10 key leaders in
the concept, design, and implementation of the Brandman doctoral program were
contacted to request interview participation in this study. Of the eight key leaders who
participated in the study, each participant was shown the list of participants and asked
whether there was anyone else the researcher should talk to relevant to the study. Names
that were recommended by more than one participant were reviewed by the peer
researchers in consultation with faculty for potential inclusion in the study.
Presentation and Analysis of Data
The data in this chapter were collected qualitatively through interviews, artifacts,
and relics. Ten key leaders involved in the concept, design, and implementation of the
Brandman doctoral program were asked to participate in an interview. Eight key leaders
accepted and were interviewed by the researcher. The Brandman University Doctoral
Program History Interview Protocol Script and Interview Questions Interview (Appendix
E) guided each interview. Participants were asked questions about the development of
the program, decisions that guided program development, and the factors that influenced
key leaders and decisions from an innovation perspective of Bolman and Deal’s (2017)
four-frame model of structural, human resource, political, and symbolic frames. The
findings from the interviews were analyzed and presented in order to answer each
research question. In addition, the stories told in the interviews were utilized to
document the development of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at
Brandman University from concept and design to implementation with the Alpha cohort
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of 2012 through a historical narrative of the program told in the words and through the
eyes of the key leaders who experienced it firsthand. To maintain continuity for the
reader, a historical narrative developed by the peer researcher telling the story of the
evolution of the program from the Beta cohort of 2013 through the Zeta cohort of 2017 is
included.
Research Question 1
The first research question asked, “What were the key structural factors and
decisions that led to the creation and evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?” For the purposes of this study, the structural
frame describes the architecture of an organization, including goals, strategy, metrics,
rubrics, technology, specialized roles, formal relationships, and the coordination of these
into a structured organization chart supported with policies, procedures, and rules
(Argyris 1998; Bolman & Deal, 2017; Helgesen, 1995; Mintzberg, 1979; Thompson,
1967; Weber, 1947).
Qualitative Data Presentation and Analysis
The qualitative data analysis for various themes as they relate to the structural
frame is shown in Table 5. Within the structural frame, there are five major themes.
Table 5 lists the five themes and shows the number of times each theme emerged in the
interviews. In addition, subthemes within each theme are displayed.
Goals and strategies. In the structural frame, the theme that had the most coded
responses was goals and strategies with 128 of 262 codes (Table 5). Within the theme of
goals and strategies, the subthemes with the highest frequency included (a) attention to
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Table 5
Total Codes for the Structural Frame
#

Theme

Code

1

Goals &
strategies

Total for all goals & strategies codes
Attention to dissertation from beginning of program—distinguishing
Cohort design is an important structure
Entrepreneurial making it up as we went
Immersion is a critical structure—distinguishing & defining
Transformational change project is a critical structure
The connectedness of the program is innovative
Field-based work in every class along with theory—distinguishing
Intentional program architecture linking courses & block scheduling—
distinguishing
Hybrid & course design is an important structure
EdD working group met regularly about the program
17 Advisory boards created to recommend what they need in the field
Course developer and lead for course quality
Core Planning Team (CPT)
Core faculty meeting every week to address change and improvement
Alumni survey indicated interest in program
Speed at which program can be completed
Naming program
Relevant professional books used
Scholarships given
Multiple committees
Informational sessions at each campus to recruit students to our vision of
transformation

128
16
15
14
14
14
11
8
6

Total for all specialized roles & formal relationships codes
Initially roles were shared with everyone doing whatever was needed
Initial formal roles included administrative, adjunct, cohort mentor, and
some were shared with School Of Education (SOE)
Initial structure was all about relationships & people committed to the
vision
Over time & as more people were hired roles emerged based on people’s
skills
Initial roles included writing to get program approved, preparing for
WASC, advisory board meetings, recruiting and training staff
Dean’s role was to get us the resources so we could do what we needed to
do
Some roles changed within the first year

66
26
11

2

Specialized
roles &
formal
relationships

Frequency

5
4
4
3
3
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1

10
7
5
4
3

3

Metrics &
rubrics

Total for all metrics & rubrics codes
TCP is powerful—rather than comprehensive exams
Courses revised based on new resources and student feedback
Rubrics in all courses
TLSI and 360-degree feedback is innovative
Collect feedback at immersion

32
13
11
4
3
1

4

Technology

Total for all technology codes
Hybrid model design is distinguishing
Initial technology was not ideal
Blackboard shell was an important design element

22
10
8
4
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Table 5 (continued)
#

Theme

Code

Frequency

5

Policies,
procedures,
& Rules

Total for all policies, procedures, rules codes
Procedures had to be developed (for IRB, advancement, dissertation,
immersions, course sequence) we did not have any of that initially
Eventually we started to hold meetings with agendas and team builders
Few structures and processes in the university allowed us to do things
without many barriers
Flexibility—change immediately
Brandman was new so not many systems were in place
Total structural frame codes

14
4
4
3
2
1
262

dissertation from beginning of program as distinguishing; (b) cohort design is an
important structure; entrepreneurial, making it up as we went; (c) immersion is a critical
structure that is distinguishing and defining; (d) transformational change project is a
critical structure; (e) the connectedness of the program is innovative; and (f) field-based
work in every class along with theory is distinguishing.
The goals and strategies used were expressed by multiple interviewees. Christine
Zeppos, founding dean of the School of Education at Brandman University, remarked,
“In the development of the program, it’s everything about a massive change. There are
very few parts that represent a traditional doctoral program.” This participant further
stated, “We were creating something new and innovative.” Patrick Ainsworth, a current
Brandman doctoral professor and a cohort mentor in the doctoral program in 2012 with
the Alpha Cohort, recalled the initial design of the program as follows: “I think it went
through that initial entrepreneurial phase of everybody’s just creating things on the fly.”
Likewise, Marilou Ryder, a current Brandman doctoral professor and an adjunct faculty
in 2012, reflected, “We were still writing the course for the Alphas when they were one
course behind us.”
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Further indicating that initially the program was being created as they went and
had some specific goals and strategies in place linked to the vision of the program, Phil
Pendley, cohort mentor and adjunct faculty member, shared, “When we set out to create
the program, we wanted to do something different from what we had lived.” This
interviewee added,
At La Verne we got some help with doing the dissertation, but we felt like we
reached a point where really the support stopped, and you were kind of on your
own. We wanted to create a system and a process that made completing your
dissertation really a part of the whole thing instead of something that was
separate.
In the same vein, Keith Larick, the doctoral program chair, stated,
[At] La Verne for example, and USC, I know they have cohorts, but there’s no
direction from the coursework to the cohort, there’s no connection. So there’s
mentoring that goes on and coaching that goes on and conversation that goes on,
but it’s not intentional. And what we did was be very intentional about what’s
done at a cohort meeting as being connected back to the coursework.
A similar sentiment of considering goals and strategies based on change from
what they knew was expressed by Tamerin Capellino, current associate professor and
doctoral program co-chair at the time of the program’s development: “Other universities
like Pepperdine have [immersions]. So it’s not, I don’t think that having them in and of
itself is all that unique. But, it’s the execution of it that’s unique.” This interviewee went
on to describe the execution of the program including an “emphasis on relationships and
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fun,” intentionality in every presentation being interactive with a direct tie to coursework,
and a focus on relationship building.
Specialized roles and formal relationships. Specialized roles and formal
relationships had the second highest frequency with 66 of the 262 codes in the structural
frame (Table 5). Subthemes that emerged included (a) initially roles were shared with
everyone doing whatever was needed; (b) initial formal roles included administration,
adjunct, cohort mentor, and some shared roles with the School of Education; (c) initial
structure was all about relationships and people committed to the vision; (d) over time as
more people were hired roles emerged based on people’s skills; (e) initial roles included
writing to get program approved, preparing for WASC, advisory board meetings,
recruiting and training staff; (f) the dean’s role was to get us the resources so we could do
what we needed to do; and (g) some roles changed within the first year.
An example of roles and formal relationships can be seen in Ryder’s response: “I
think my role was just pretty much what everybody else’s role has been, to be part of this
high-performing team that launches this incredible program. I don’t think anybody knew
their roles. I think we just all did heavy lifting.”
Likewise, Larick shared a perspective on the initial specialized roles and formal
relationships in the program:
The structure then still was all about relationships. That wouldn’t have made this
easy had there not been some longstanding relationships between people. So I
don’t know how you cause that to happen in a lot of universities. This one was
intentional and I’m not sure in most universities that the people you bring together
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is as intentional as this was. But that was key to the structure and key of what we
did.
Metrics and rubrics. In the structural frame, the theme that had the third most
coded responses was metrics and rubrics with 32 of 262 codes (Table 5). Within the
theme of metrics and rubrics, the subthemes included (a) transformational change project
is powerful—rather than comprehensive exams, (b) courses are revised based on new
resources and student feedback, (c) rubrics are used in all courses, (d) TLSI and 360degree feedback is innovative, and (e) the doctoral team collects feedback from students
at immersion.
One metric in the program which was emphasized by current Interim Dean and
founding Associate Dean of the Brandman School of Education, Patricia Clark White as
innovative was the transformational change project. This was described as follows:
I think the fact that we don’t have comps or quals and instead we have the
authentic assessment of having our students actually engage in the
transformational change project, which demonstrates in a real world setting what
they actually can do to lead transformational change as opposed to can I write
about it, can I answer multiple choice questions about it. It’s a whole different
concept. I think that’s one of our main attributes that is very innovative.
Larick shared a metric used by faculty as seeking and using student feedback at
the end of each course as follows:
We go through the entire course and say, “Where do we need to improve?”
“Where do we need to change?” “What do we need to add to keep it current?”
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And then make those changes. So every course changes every year. I think those
things make what we’re doing different.
Technology. In the structural frame, the theme that had the fourth most coded
responses was technology with 22 of 262 codes (Table 5). Within the theme of
technology, the subthemes that emerged included (a) hybrid model design is
distinguishing; (b) initial technology was not ideal; and (c) blackboard shell was an
important design element. An example of the factors considered in the hybrid structure of
the program can be seen in White’s account: “We have the online courses, which
maximize the efficiency and convenience for students. We also have the webinars which
give you that face-to-face contact with your instructors over the webinar. That is so
different from other programs.” This interviewee added, “The instructors always have
some kind of office hours that they are willing to establish. The instructors always make
themselves available by phone or email or text messaging. So, that is unique to us.”
Policies, procedures, and rules. In the structural frame, the theme that had the
fifth most coded responses was policies, procedures, and rules with 14 of the 262 codes
(Table 5). The subthemes that emerged include (a) procedures had to be developed (for
IRB, advancement, dissertation, immersions, and course sequence); (b) we did not have
any of that initially; (c) eventually we started to hold meetings with agendas and team
builders; (d) few structures and processes in the university allowed us to do things
without many barriers; (e) we had flexibility to change immediately; and (f) Brandman
University was new so not many systems were in place.
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Capellino described the impact of the initial policies, procedures, and rules by
saying, “A lot of systems and structures were not in place. But again, if there had been, I
don’t think we could have developed [the program] as quickly.”
White described the volume of planning and establishing of structures that faced
the team as follows:
We talked about what else do we have to think about. We have to think about
IRB. We have to think about dissertation chair training. We have to make sure
that we recruit enough dissertation chairs. We have to think about coaching
doctoral chairs, especially if they’re new. We have to work on advancement to
candidacy. So, we have to develop procedures for all of those things, and then we
have to actually implement those procedures. Working with the core faculty to
develop immersions and to develop professional development days with all the
cohort mentors and the instructors that we hire so that everything is top drawer,
everything at a very high level of quality and competency.
Research Question 2
The second research question asked, “What were the key human resource factors
and decisions that led to the creation and evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?” For the purpose of this study, the human
resource frame describes understanding people and relationships, including human needs,
feelings, fears, skills, biases, development opportunities, and the fit between the
individual and the organization (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cable & DeRue, 2002; Collins &
Porras, 1996; Follett, 1940; Mayo, 1945).
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Qualitative Data Presentation and Analysis.
Within the human resource frame, there were six themes that emerged as common
factors considered and decisions made by key leaders in the concept, design, and
implementation of the Brandman doctoral program. Table 6 displays the six themes and
shows the number of times each was referred to within the interviews. In addition, each
of the six themes is broken down into subthemes that emerged within the categories. The
human resource frame was referenced a total of 255 times. The six themes are described
in more detail as follows.
Relationships. In the human resource frame, the theme that had the most coded
responses was relationships with 82 of 255 (Table 6). Within the theme of relationships,
the subthemes included (a) prior established relationships allowed us to tap on the
shoulder for staff recruitment; (b) prior professional relationships were critical for initial
program concept and development; (c) recruitment was personal and students are like
family; (d) doctoral program is relationship focused—distinguishing; (e) respect and
caring among faculty; (f) high trust allowed us to develop the program and get the
resources we needed; (g) reputation of faculty in the state and connections to statewide
network lent credibility to no name program; and (h) strongest relationships are those
developed in the cohort—cohort is a family.
To highlight relationships in the program, Zeppos recalled, “We wanted it to
focus on relationships and in higher education, that’s not really seen as a valuable thing.
Now people are into it because they’re seeing that’s what we need in leaders. But
especially back in 2012 it wasn’t as hot of a thing.”
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Table 6
Total Codes for the Human Resource Frame
#

Theme

Code

1

Relationships

Total for all relationships codes
Prior established relationships allowed us to tap on the shoulder for staff
recruitment
Prior professional relationships were critical for initial program concept
and development
Recruitment was personal and students are like family
Doctoral program is relationship focused-distinguishing
Respect and caring among faculty
High trust allowed us to develop the program and get the resources we
needed
Reputation of faculty in the state and connections to statewide network
lent credibility to no name program
Strongest relationships are those developed in the cohort- cohort is a
family

82
29

Total for all human needs codes
Staying in our feet long enough to get it done—we were running 1,000
mph
We are here because we want to contribute and have a commitment to
teaching-many of us are retired and could earn more elsewhere
We wanted to create something different—a program where you could
innovate

71
32

Total for all skills codes
Ideal staff needed to be senior level admin in an organization and
doctoral experience
We wanted to develop students who were transformational leaders
We wanted to open doors for nontraditional students
We had to be educated about transformational leadership
Diverse skills and talents among initial faculty

43
24

Total for all fit between individual & organization codes
In the beginning we were moving so fast we had to bring on some
adjunct staff who were not the right fit
We wanted faculty who shared the vision, modeled transformational
leadership, put students first, and were giving
We wanted faculty who were high level successful practitioners
Hiring the right people initially-foundation of program’s success

37
12

Total for all feelings, fears, & biases codes
Staff emotionally invested in the program’s successes & student
successes
First year there was a large amount of work with small team and limited
resources

17
9

2

3

4

5

6

Human needs

Skills

Fit between
individual &
organization

Feelings,
fears, & biases

Development
opportunities

Frequency

Total for all development opportunities codes
Ongoing PD for faculty is prioritized & valued—we practice what we
preach
Development of cohort mentors allows them to do what they do in the
cohort
Total human resource frame codes
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19
8
7
6
5
4
4

22
17

8
7
2
2

11
7
7

9
5
3
2
255

The power of the core team leveraging relationships in the program was recalled
by Ainsworth:
I think their relationships with a larger group of people out there who could be
cohort mentors, who maybe were involved at La Verne or were La Verne
graduates, as well as other people from other backgrounds that were
superintendents or in higher positions, [such as] assistant superintendents, I think
their networks with those people were critical because they tapped us on the
shoulder, people like me, and we responded just based on good faith, just based
on our relationships.
Personal relationships that grew among students and between staff and students in
the program was a factor shared by Larick: “The strongest relationships over time are
ones that are formed in the cohort and with the cohort mentor. . . . Those relationships
technically don’t go away, that’s kind of a family unit and that’s an important piece.”
Human needs. Human needs had the second highest frequency with 71 of the 252
codes in the human resource frame (Table 6). The subthemes that emerged included
(a) staying in our feet long enough to get it done—we were running 1,000 mph; (b) we
are here because we want to contribute and have a commitment to teaching—many of us
are retired and could earn more elsewhere; (c) we wanted to create something different—
a program where you could innovate.
To highlight the importance of human needs in the concept, design, and
implementation of the Brandman doctoral program, Ainsworth shared, “The student
management part was so difficult, and the lack of personnel to develop courses. I think
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that’s another big barrier. I mean those people were killing themselves developing
courses and developing the immersions. It was just 24/7.”
This same idea of managing the workload balanced by the need to contribute was
conveyed by Larick as “We were just trying to stay on our feet long enough to get it
done. We are here because we want to contribute and have a commitment to teaching.”
Similarly, Capellino said, “The people who were all really involved in making it
happen—it was all about passion for the work and joy, and things getting better, and
really wanting to develop something amazing and awesome that would leave a legacy.”
Skills. The theme with the third highest frequency in the human resource frame
was skills. This theme was referenced 43 times across five subthemes (Table 6). The
subthemes that emerged included (a) ideal staff needed to be senior-level administrators
in an organization and have doctoral experience; (b) we wanted to develop students who
were transformational leaders; (c) we wanted to open doors for nontraditional students;
(d) we had to be educated about transformational leadership; and (e) diverse skills and
talents existed among initial faculty.
The skills of the staff who were brought on board can be seen in the recollection
of Capellino: “Being well-connected, being able to lead massive change initiatives, and
being familiar with doctoral programs was absolutely key for the staff in this program.”
Fit between individual and organization. The fourth highest frequency
emerged in the theme of fit between the individual and organization (Table 6). This
theme was referenced 37 times across the following four subthemes: (a) in the beginning
we were moving so fast we had to bring on some adjunct staff who were not the right fit;
(b) we wanted faculty who shared the vision, modeled transformational leadership, put
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students first, and were giving; (c) we wanted faculty who were high level successful
practitioners; and (d) hiring the right people initially was the foundation of program’s
success.
Zeppos provided an example of how fit between individuals and the organization
was considered in the hiring process:
I had long conversations with every single person we hired, and do we have that
same vision? And if we don’t, then you’re going to go create things that are
outside of that vision. So really taking the time in hiring was crucial because
that’s the extension of the longevity of how the program gets executed.
Feelings, fears, and biases. The theme of feelings, fears, and biases was the fifth
most frequent in the data related to the human resource frame. This theme was
referenced a total of 17 times across two subthemes (Table 6). The subthemes that
emerged included (a) staff were emotionally invested in the program’s successes and
student successes, and (b) the first year there was a large amount of work with a small
team and limited resources. Larick described the human feelings in this time period:
“That first year the tough part was inventing everything the first time, and the amount of
time it took with not an awful lot of help.” This participant added, “We planned for 25
students, we got 150 applications. . . . We worked through it, but it was an overwhelming
task to do so initially with the size that we took all on without the help.”
Development opportunities. In the human resource frame, the theme that had the
sixth most coded responses was development opportunities with five of the 255 codes
(Table 6). The subthemes that emerged included (a) ongoing professional development
for faculty was prioritized and valued showing that the faculty practice what they preach
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in terms of the importance of continuous learning, and (b) the intentional development of
cohort mentors allowed them to do the work envisioned in the program. White described
important factors considered related to faculty development noting the type of questions
they asked themselves as “What kind of training should we have for ourselves? What
else can we do to bring efficiency and streamline what we do?”
Research Question 3
The third research question asked, “What were the key political factors and
decisions that led to the creation and evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?” For the purpose of this study, the political
frame describes power and gaining access to scarce resources through competition among
individuals and groups based on diverse interests, values, beliefs, behaviors, and skills
(Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cyert & March, 1963; Gamson, 1968; Pfeffer, 1992).
Qualitative Data Presentation and Analysis
The qualitative data analysis for various themes as they relate to the political
frame is shown in Table 7. Within the political frame, there are three themes. Table 7
lists the three themes and shows the number of times each theme emerged in the
interviews. In addition, subthemes within each theme are displayed.
Diverse interests related to power and resources. In the political frame, the
theme that had the most coded responses was diverse interests related to power and
resources with 126 of 214 codes (Table 7). Within the theme of diverse interests related
to power and resources, the subthemes with the highest frequency included (a) Dean
Zeppos saw the need for the program and successfully advocated for administrative
approval; (b) starting way larger than expected created challenges (too few faculty,
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having to make decisions for practical reasons, not large enough budget, unsustainable
expectations, inconsistency in course design); (c) organizations wanted the next
generation of leaders who could lead change—this helped to influence program approval
and program design; (d) having a doctoral program would notch up the university; and
(e) input was sought from internal and external stakeholders (60 up and down the state,
advisory board of superintendents and college presidents).
The diverse interests related to power and resources were mentioned by many
interviewees. Ainsworth shared how the founding dean advocated for the interests of the
program: “Clearly Dr. Zeppos was a powerhouse behind the scenes working with the
university in terms of financing, approval of the program, that sort of stuff.”
Along those same lines, White described how the doctoral leadership had to align
the interests of university administration with their own as follows:
We had to persuade people that this was a good idea. We had to use influence to
help to create a receptivity in the minds of a lot of people that, yes, we should put
money, resources, time, energy, reputation. We sure put a lot of stuff on the line
here to get a doctoral program up and running. So, we had to use influence with
people who were in a decision-making capacity.
Pendley spoke about the need to use influence as well:
I was a part of a group that met with the provost and Dr. Zeppos to advocate for
doing this and from a K-12 perspective. I talked about why this would work for
people in the K-12 system, what it would do for me as a superintendent, why I
would have my employees become part of it because of what my organization
would get back.
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Table 7
Total Codes for the Political Frame
#

Theme

Code

1

Diverse
interests
related to
power and
resources

Total for all diverse interests codes
Dean Zeppos saw the need for the program & successfully advocated for
administrative approval
Starting way larger than expected created challenges (too few faculty,
having to make decisions for practical reasons, not large enough budget,
unsustainable expectations, inconsistency in course design)
Organizations wanted the next generation of leaders who could lead
change—this helped to influence program approval and program design
Having a doctoral program would notch up the university
Input was sought from internal and external stakeholders (60 up and
down the state, advisory board of superintendents & college presidents)
Program was approved internally and externally (Dean’s Council, office
of academic & instructional program, CAC, CHIT, WASC approval and
Board of Regents’ approval for initial program
We wanted & were given the freedom to create an innovative program
without layers of tradition
Repeated advocacy for important parts of program (hooding ceremony,
writing supports)
Doctoral program proved quickly to be a profitable program for the
university
Prior interest in the university for a doctoral program
Accreditation was important for the program—gold standard
Brandman did institutional review and established need for program
existed in field
EdD working group gave program staff opportunity to influence other
staff in university
Academic freedom was an issue
Some constraints due to requirements dictated parts of program design

126
21

Total for all values & beliefs codes
Budget has been largely unknown & driving decisions with advocacy
required for each initiative—even though program is a money maker
Using existing faculty from School of Education and Business—needed
to grow understanding of staff around the vision
Risky and hard to compete with schools with names & established—
USC, La Verne, Pepperdine
We were not involved in the politics or interfacing with administration &
shielded from it by our dean
Immersion went horribly due to limited resources
Student recruitment strategy relied on network & strong reputation of
doctoral team
Attract students with pioneering spirit
Important for students to feel secure since program was new and
untested—we gave many scholarships
Limited resources the first 2 years due to no income generation
We seemed to get the resources we needed

69
19

Total for all behavior & skills codes
Doctoral team had complete support from our dean & were able to move
fast to create program without many barriers
Well respected networked faculty
Political frame and navigating politics critical to program success

19
16

2

3

Values &
beliefs
related to
power and
resources

Behavior &
skills related
to power
and
resources

Frequency

Total political frame codes

20
19
10
10
9
9
9
6
6
2
2
1
1
1

18
9
8
4
3
2
2
2
2

2
1
214
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Larick explained the reasons behind some of the diverse interests that existed at
the time: “The leadership at Brandman, they didn’t know what was going to happen and
they didn’t want to staff up if the program fell flat on its face the next year, then were
going to make that kind of commitment then be stuck with that issue.”
Values and beliefs related to power and resources. Values and beliefs related
to power and resources had the second highest frequency with 69 of the 214 codes in the
political frame (Table 7). The subthemes that emerged with the highest frequency were
(a) budget has been largely unknown and driving decisions with advocacy required for
each initiative—even though the program is a money maker; (b) using existing faculty
from School of Education and Business was challenging—needed to grow understanding
of staff around the vision; (c) it was risky and hard to compete with schools with names
that were established—USC, La Verne, Pepperdine; and (d) we were not involved in the
politics or interfacing with administration and were shielded from it by our dean.
An example of values and beliefs related to power and resources can be seen in
Ainsworth’s response: “We as faculty have never seen a budget. We know there is no
discretionary money at all. If you want any money you have to go make a case for it and
bring up your bucket and say, here, fill this one up.” A similar sentiment was shared by
Ryder:
Politics were big because, Dr. White . . . I don’t know if she was mandated to
include all the people in the business department to help lead these courses, but
they really had a completely different mindset. The people who helped develop
some of these courses were from business, and . . . I think the business
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department, it was a completely different department from the education
department. They really had no idea about a practitioner program.
This interviewee went on to describe the resultant challenges in having courses or
presentations not go well for students. Some of these courses and presentations needed to
be revised, which was also a sensitive issue when the business faculty had worked so
hard on the development.
Behavior and skills related to power and resources. In the political frame, the
theme that had the third most responses was behavior and skills related to power and
resources (Table 7). This theme received 19 of 214 codes. Within this theme, the
subthemes that emerged included (a) doctoral team had complete support from our dean
and were able to move fast to create program without many barriers; (b) the program had
a well-respected and networked faculty; and (c) navigating politics was critical to
program success. One example of behavior and skills related to power and resources was
shared by Capellino in talking about the founding dean: “She tried to break down any
walls or barriers we came across so that the development team could come up with the
best program possible and not have to worry about some of those other constraints that
were getting in our way sometimes.”
Research Question 4
The fourth research question asked, “What were the key symbolic factors and
decisions that led to the creation and evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?” For the purpose of this study, the symbolic
frame describes strategies for engaging people through ritual, ceremony, story, play, and
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culture (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Collins & Porras, 1996, 2002; Hofstede, 2001; Kotter &
Cohen, 2002).
Qualitative Data Presentation and Analysis
The qualitative data analysis for various themes as they relate to the symbolic
frame is shown in Table 8. The symbolic frame was referenced 207 times across five
themes. Table 8 lists the five themes and shows the number of times each theme
emerged in the interviews. Also displayed are the subthemes within each theme along
with the frequency.
Culture. The first theme that emerged under the symbolic frame was culture. This
theme was referenced 96 times across 11 subthemes (Table 8). The most frequent
subthemes included (a) students first and inclusive culture—staff and students stand side
by side; (b) culture where we support our students to complete and start with the end in
mind; (c) a culture formed within each cohort—forming bonds for life, true community;
(d) a culture of immersions and immersion rituals—make you a Brandman person; and
(e) transformational leadership—committed to leading the program in this way. Pendley
shared about the inclusive culture that is felt at immersion:
You do all the stuff out here, but when you see the folks get together in the lobby
and it’s like old home week. It’s very inclusive, which is one of the symbolic
things that we as a committee wanted was a program that it doesn’t matter who
you are or where you come from, what you look like, that basically you’re okay.
You can be here. As long as you can do what everybody else does, none of the
rest of that stuff matters. You see that. That is symbolically played out, not just
in the social times, but also in the interaction in the groups.
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Table 8
Total Codes for the Symbolic Frame
#

Theme

Code

1

Culture

Total for all culture codes
Students first and inclusive culture—staff and students stand side by side
Culture where we support our students to complete and start with the end in
mind
A culture formed within each cohort—forming bonds for life, true
community
Culture of immersions & immersion rituals—make you a Brandman person
Transformational leadership—committed to leading the program in this way
Culture of improvement—staff always willing to reflect and grow
Hard conversations and honesty across differing beliefs—important part of
culture
Culture of authentic leadership—transforming self so they can transform
others
We have recruited women and people of color—our leaders in the field look
like CA
Culture of care is distinguishing—got people moving in the same direction
and made people want to stick with program
Vision to create best doctoral program in existence through massive change

96
17
16

Total for all story codes
Program idea came from La Verne & other doctoral programs—wanting to
make an even better program
We wanted a program that attracted leaders who wanted to change the
world
Students are transformed—other programs don’t do that
It was very exciting to get over 100 students in record time
Program filled a void in the doctoral universe
Our completion rate is symbolic of who we are—and a distinguishing factor
We had a perfect accreditation visit— that just doesn’t happen

45
16

Total for all ritual codes
Immersion and immersion events—community builder, political rally,
innovation tournament, TCP, change symposium, final lunch, passing of the
torch
Symbols to be used at key times in program—Greek alphabet, naming
convention, name tags, padfolio, grad pin, regalia, alumni hat
CZ presentation about her personal journey
Cohorts came up with logos, shirts to wear at immersion

30
16

2

3

Story

Ritual

Frequency

13
10
10
6
6
5
5
4
4

7
7
7
4
3
1

8
5
1

4

Play

Total for all play codes
EdDy
Clicker
Videos—on last day & faculty in car

25
16
6
3

5

Ceremony

Total for all ceremony codes
Personal interactions with the dean first person student sees when they start
and complete program
Hooding ceremony is important—touches the heart
Final luncheon and passing of the torch—connected to the values and
mission of who we are and what program stands for
Total symbolic frame codes

11
4
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4
3
207

Pendley added about this inclusive culture, “We really believe that our students are
colleagues. They’re not beneath us. They’re beside us, and we’re all learning together.”
Another important part of the Brandman doctoral program culture is that it is a
culture where faculty support students to complete the program. This was shared by
Kimberly Greene, doctoral program co-chair at the time of the program concept,
development, and implementation: “That was what set us apart from the beginning.
One of the things that Pat [Clark White] was really strong on consistently was we
have to design this so people can graduate, which is also different, because [in] a lot of
doctorates, that’s never a thought.”
The noteworthy outcomes of that culture were shared by Larick, “We are going to
graduate 87% of the Alpha group. And nationally only about half of the people who
actually enroll a doctoral program finish it. And half of those actually do their
dissertation.”
The Brandman culture may be most prominent at the level of the cohort.
Ainsworth explained the importance of the culture of the cohorts:
Many of the cohorts go out to dinner, and there’s events that they do, and there’s
all this other stuff that happens that’s part of the learning. People think it’s, “Oh,
that’s kind of . . . it’s extracurricular,” but it’s really co-curricular in a sense that
people are learning and networking together and creating new learning, and new
ideas, and new thoughts, and new opportunities for each other.
Story. Story had the second highest frequency with 45 of the 207 codes in the
symbolic frame (Table 8). The following subthemes emerged across seven themes:
(a) program idea came from La Verne and other doctoral programs—wanting to make an

124

even better program; (b) we wanted a program that attracted leaders who wanted to
change the world; (c) students are transformed—other programs don’t do that; (d) it was
very exciting to get over 100 students in record time; (e) the program filled a void in the
doctoral universe; our completion rate is symbolic of who we are—and a distinguishing
factor; and (f) we had a perfect accreditation visit—that just doesn’t happen.
An example of the story the Brandman faculty considered in the development of
the program was shared by Pendley:
Some of us who worked at La Verne and other places, felt like there could be a
better way. We had tried to talk to the folks where we were before about a better
way and that fell on deaf ears, and so there are a lot of us, I don’t know if you
would call us immigrants or what you would call us, refugees or whatever, that
came here because the ideas that we had about how it could be better for students
were welcome here.
White shared what has become the core of the Brandman doctoral story and was
embraced at the time as part of the story that led the work forward:
The first Alpha class, when we worked very hard and very fast. I mean, people
could not believe we got a doctoral program from zero to students in that short a
period of time. That is really unheard of. Other universities were saying it would
have taken us 8 years to do this. So, I think the fact that we were able to do it in
record time, do a super quality program, and attract over 100 students to open the
program and have them all come in that first time. Very exciting.
Ritual. The third theme that emerged in the symbolic frame was ritual. This
theme was referenced 30 times across four subthemes (Table 8). These subthemes
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included (a) immersion and immersion events—community builder, political rally,
innovation tournament, TCP change symposium, final lunch, and passing of the torch;
(b) symbols to be used at key times in program—Greek alphabet, naming convention,
name tags, padfolio, graduation pin, regalia, alumni hat; (c) Zeppos’s presentation about
her personal journey; and (d) cohorts came up with logos and shirts to wear at immersion.
White shared some of the rituals that take place at immersion:
The Innovation Tournament, that’s a ritual that people have really gotten involved
with and had fun with and really made some contributions to the community with
their ideas. Another ritual has been the transformational change symposium at the
end of the year where people display their work and show what they’ve
accomplished over 2 years. Another ritual is the political rally we do with That
Used to Be Us and really having our students think beyond themselves, beyond
their little group, beyond even their organization to the bigger world. That’s a
ritual that is important.
Play. The fourth theme in the symbolic frame was play. This theme was
referenced 25 times across three subthemes (Table 8). The data from the study point to
the manner in which Brandman doctoral faculty infused play into the program. This type
of play was revealed in codes about EdDy, the clicker, and videos that were shown on the
last day of immersion including one fun-spirited video with the dean and core team
singing, dancing, and laughing in a car. Larick recalls the team “trying to model some
relationships that were playful, but at the same time we were doing our work. It wasn’t
by design, it just happened, but we recognized it when we did it that it worked. It
changed the mood initially of what we did.”
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Ceremony. The fifth theme that emerged in the symbolic frame was ceremony.
This theme was referenced 11 times across three subthemes. The subthemes included
(a) personal interactions with the dean included that she was the first person a student
sees when they start the program and the last person a student sees when they complete
program and walk across the stage at graduation; (b) the hooding ceremony is
important—touches the heart; and (c) the final luncheon and the passing of the torch—
connected to the values and mission of who we are and what program stands for. It is
evident in the data that ceremony was both created intentionally in the concept and design
of the program and emerged organically as the program was implemented. Ryder shared
about a ceremony that emerged organically as “having that luncheon, and it’s part now of
the program that I hope will have sustainability over long periods of time for this
program, because it is so connected to the values, and the mission, of who we are, and
what this program stands for.”
Research Question 5
The fifth research question asked, “What frame or combination of frames do the
participants perceive had the greatest impact on the creation and development of the
Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?” For the
purposes of this study, the frames refer to the four frames—structural, human resource,
political, and symbolic—established in the work of Bolman and Deal (2017).
Qualitative Data Presentation and Analysis
The qualitative data analysis for themes as they relate to the frame or combination
of frames that participants perceive had the greatest impact on the program are presented
in Table 9. Seven of the eight participants named one frame or a combination of frames
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that they perceived to have the greatest impact on the program development. Each frame
was coded one time per participant naming the frame. One participant declined to answer
the question and is therefore not included in the codes.

Table 9
Total Codes for the Frame of Greatest Perceived Impact
#

Theme

Frequency

1
2
3
4

Human resource frame
Symbolic frame
Structural frame
Political frame
Total for all frame of greatest perceived impact codes

5
4
3
2
14

Human resource frame. The human resource frame was identified the most
frequently by participants as having the greatest perceived impact on the development of
the Brandman doctoral program. Five of the seven participants who responded to the
question named the human resource frame as having the greatest perceived impact. In
reflecting on the impact of the frames, Capellino said, “Human resources that we did
have were absolutely key and crucial to the success [of the program] as were all the
relationships pieces that I mentioned.” Similarly Larick said, “The greatest impact
simply were the people we’ve brought into the program.” Larick added,
The people we brought in just came with incredible, not only skills, but attitude
and commitment to wanting to do it. For the most part, people are not there for a
salary, they’re not there for a job. All those cohort mentors could be out
consulting, making an awful lot more money, but they enjoy being there and
teaching and making a contribution and seeing those people graduate and go back
out and do good things and that’s really our legacy. So how long should you do
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it? When we’re finished, we’ll have a legacy of hundreds if not thousands of
people out there as leaders. And that attitude that everybody brought I think was
the core of what kept everything going, particularly the first and second year, just
great people.
Similarly, in considering the frame with greatest perceived impact, Ryder described
human resources:
The core team. You have four people I think. I think that it wasn’t anything else.
. . . It was Pat with her vision, and it was her pulling these three people together
who rolled their sleeves up and made it happen. I think that is the combination
that I think has had the greatest impact of the launch. It couldn’t have been done
without those four people, and they were knowledgeable, talented, smart,
hardworking, and Zeppos was there being the cheerleader. You know, go get
them, go get them, and she was always here.
Symbolic frame. The symbolic frame was identified by four of the participants
when naming the frame with the greatest perceived impact on the program. It should be
noted that three of the four times the symbolic frame was named; it was in combination
with another frame or frames. One participant named the symbolic frame alone as having
the greatest perceived impact on the program. On discussing the symbolic frame, White
said, “The symbolic elements I think are what grabs people’s imagination and heart.”
Zeppos reflected on the symbolic frame stating, “Symbolic is the one I love talking about
the most, and I think it’s the one that makes all the other parts come to life in different
ways.”
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Structural frame. The structural frame was identified by three of the participants
when naming the frame with the greatest perceived impact on the program. It should be
noted that each of the three times the structural frame was named, it was in combination
with another frame or frames. No participant named the structural frame alone as having
the greatest perceived impact on the program. White described the perceived impact of
the structural frame as “the structure of the program has a lot to do with its success, the
fact that it produces the convenience and flexibility of being online, but at the same time
has the personal connection, the face-to-face, the support of cohorts and immersion and
webinars.”
Political frame. The political frame was identified by two of the participants
when naming the frame with the greatest perceived impact on the program. Each of the
two times the political frame was named, it was in combination with another frame or
frames. No participant named the political frame alone as having the greatest perceived
impact on the program. The impact of the political frame was described by White: “But,
again, without political influence, without being able to really navigate your way through
all the political stuff that goes on in any organization, you could turn this program upside
down in a heartbeat.”
Frame of Greatest Perceived Impact Summary
The data for Research Question 5 addressed the frame or combination of frames
with perceived greatest impact. An analysis of the qualitative data revealed that the
human resource frame was perceived as having the greatest impact on the concept,
design, and implementation of the Brandman doctoral program. It was referenced by five
of the seven participants who responded to the question. In addition to being named by
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participants as the frame with the greatest impact on the program, the human resource
frame and the significance of relationships in the program was evident in the codes for
each of the other three frames.
When talking about the importance of relationships as a driving force in the
program, the intensity of the passion among all eight interview participants was more
fervent than could be captured through coding. Participants spoke strongly about the role
of relationships in the program throughout the interview process. Statements were made
in interviews attributing all aspects of program success to relationships including (a) ease
faculty of recruitment, (b) success of student enrollment, (c) quality and completion of
initial program development, (d) faculty retention in the program, and (e) student success
in the program. Relationships were leveraged to successfully innovate in the concept,
design, and implementation of the Brandman doctoral program.
Reframing. While the human resource frame was perceived as having the
greatest impact on the program by the largest number of participants, each of the four
frames was identified in response to the interview question and in the coding. The data
clearly indicate that each frame—structural, human resource, political, and symbolic—
was considered by key leaders in the concept, design, and implementation of the
Brandman doctoral program. This consideration of each of the four frames is crucial for
leaders to successfully lead innovation in modern organizations (Bolman & Deal, 2017).
The team creating the Brandman program set out to create an innovative doctoral
program that defied tradition and met the changing needs of the marketplace. They faced
challenges and opportunities along the way, and they experienced success well beyond
what they planned for. According to Bolman and Deal (2017), leading organizational
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innovation successfully “requires artistry, skill, and the ability to see organizations as
organic forms in which needs, roles, power, and symbols must be integrated to provide
direction and shape behavior. The power to reframe is vital” (p. 422). This view of the
key leaders in the creation of Brandman’s doctoral program demonstrates seeing the
organization through the four frames in an integrated manner.
Qualitative data summary. The key leaders in the Brandman doctoral program
who participated in the interviews produced a total of 952 codes from the following five
domains combined: structural frame, human resource frame, political frame, symbolic
frame, and frame of perceived greatest impact. The participants illustrated the
importance of each frame and of using all four frames in the concept, design, and
implementation of the doctoral program. Many of the factors considered and decisions
made by these individuals show up in multiple frames, indicating the use of multiple
frames in the development of the doctoral program. This utilization of multiple frames is
termed multiframe thinking or reframing by Bolman and Deal (2017) and is considered
vital to innovatively lead today’s organizations with the accelerating pace of change.
The Brandman Story
The next part of this chapter frames the data collected in a historical narrative of
the Brandman program in the words of the key leaders who were involved at the time.
The story of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership is
one of innovation launched by a vision and fueled by a group of passionate individuals
who leveraged their experiences, relationships, and acumen to make a lasting
contribution to the legacy of leadership. The study demonstrates how the program began
as an idea for innovation in the mind of Christine Zeppos, founding dean of the School of
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Education at Brandman University. The story then describes the year leading up to the
launch of the program under the leadership of founding Associate Dean Pat Clark White.
Finally, the story tells how the program became accredited by the Western Association of
Schools and Colleges and was offered at Brandman University beginning in the fall of
2012. The years following the program’s launch from 2013 through 2017 are told by a
peer researcher as part of this thematic study and are included in this study to provide the
reader the benefit of continuity. Sources cited in the historical narrative told by the peer
researcher are found in the reference section of that complete study.
The History of Brandman
To understand the story of the Brandman doctoral program, the context of the
creation of the university was provided. This started with Chapman University, one of
the oldest and most prestigious private universities in the state of California
encompassing eight schools and colleges. In the years leading up to the creation of
Brandman University, Chapman enrolled 6,000 traditional college students annually in
undergraduate, graduate, and law programs. Additionally, starting in 1958, Chapman
University College, one of Chapman’s eight colleges, offered programs to adult learners
through their facility located at the El Toro Marine Air Station.
By the early 2000s, Chapman University College wanted to become a separately
accredited institution in the Chapman University system. The college stated this interest
as a desire to “better meet the educational needs of adult learners through innovative
flexible delivery options and relevant curriculum and degree programs” (Brandman
University, 2010a). To this end, on February 12, 2007, a Structural Change Proposal was
submitted to WASC with the details of this new strategic direction. On June 1, 2008,
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Chapman University College formally separated from the 149-year-old Chapman
University. Eight months later, on February 10, 2009, Chancellor Gary Brahm was
formally notified of successful WASC accreditation of the institution of Chapman
University College (Brandman University, 2009).
Chapman University College was founded with a distinctive and innovative
vision. The institution was created to “be more flexible and responsive to the everchanging needs of working adults and dedicated to extending the Chapman education to
adult students online and through a network of 25 campuses in California and
Washington” (Brandman University, 2009, p. 2). The vision of the institution was stated
as, “We will be the recognized leader in the evolution of adult learning.” (Brandman
University, 2009, p. 2). A vision of innovation was not new for the college. Rather, this
type of thinking was evident in the institution’s beginnings in 1958 as the Residence
Education Center Program, where nontraditional adult students were served not on an
elaborate campus, but at the El Toro Marine Air Station where they lived and worked.
In 2009, a half-century after the Residence Education Center Program began in
1958, Joyce Brandman gave a $10,000,000 gift to the university to support the vision of
providing higher education to working adults. At that time, the Board of Regents
approved renaming the school Brandman University. Brandman developed programs
swiftly and was given WASC approval to offer its first practice-focused doctoral
program, a Doctor of Nursing Practice (DNP) degree, on June 23, 2010 (Brandman
University (2010b). In the same time period, Brandman underwent a “university-wide
transition from traditional classroom instruction to both fully online courses and a
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blended model where 50% of instructional time is delivered online and 50% is delivered
in the traditional classroom setting” (Brandman University, 2011e, pp. 24-25).
This spirit of innovation anchored in excellence is in the roots of Brandman
University. From its beginnings at an air station serving nontraditional learners, to its
boldness in separating from an established and prestigious university, to its ongoing
creation of innovative programs, Brandman has established itself as a leader in the
marketplace. The institution’s mission to provide flexibility and relevance to a new
generation of students in the evolving marketplace and world is evident throughout the
story of the Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership.
The Idea for a Doctoral Program
Just as Brandman University was created from a vision of creating flexible
delivery options and relevant curriculum and degree programs, the vision for a
interdisciplinary professional doctoral program in the School of Education grew in a
similar vein (Brandman University, 2010a). Throughout her professional life, Christine
Zeppos envisioned a doctoral program that replaced the impractical and ineffective
elements typical in traditional doctoral programs. This desire initially grew in Zeppos
through her experience as a doctoral student at Arizona State University and continued to
grow throughout her professional career in higher education.
Zeppos recalls her experience as a doctoral student saying that she never
understood a lot of the traditional systems that were in place that were not making her a
better researcher or helping her grow. To that end, she described her doctoral experience
“very traditional, very much a rite of passage” with “an overarching culture that they
were going to make this as difficult as possible for you to be worthy of being a doctor.”
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However, in reflecting on her doctoral education, Zeppos also remembered the parts that
were most meaningful to her. She described having the provost and the vice president of
student affairs teach in the program she attended, putting theory into the “context of what
crossed their desk that day and the major decisions and the political dynamics involved.”
She went on to share,
That was a huge part of influence for me and really resonated throughout my
entire career. Everything that I’ve touched since then I have wanted to duplicate
that feeling of, hey here is the theory, but here how it applies to my job in running
the university.
As a student, this critical experience in her doctoral education brought to the surface the
importance of professors being high-level practitioners in order to make the learning most
meaningful for students.
Zeppos spoke with passion as she reflected on this experience 20 years prior as
the original thought that became the impetus for creating the Brandman University
doctoral program. Over her career, Zeppos learned what it took to lead university
programs. She started new programs and experienced barriers that prevented innovation
and the scaling of innovative practices. From each of her experiences, Zeppos took
firsthand learning that came together as a culminating desire to improve doctoral
education. It was with that desire that Zeppos started her tenure at Brandman University.
She described Brandman as having “the best of all the worlds. More traditional, but
you’re able to implement innovative ideas.” She said, “It really was a perfect match of
all the things that I was looking for in development of a doctorate, of the next kind of
doctorate.”
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The Vision
On July 26, 2010, Christine Zeppos started her tenure at Brandman University in
the role of dean of the School of Education. She recalls that in interviews for the position
she said she would really like to try to do two things for the university. One was to get
NCATE accreditation as it was the gold standard in credentialing and the other was to
create a doctoral program. She did not want to create “just another doctoral program.”
Rather, she was impassioned to create a program that was truly needed in society and
would develop a network of leaders in California and beyond. As Zeppos described,
So much of that was in my belly of, I want to do something that’s different, that’s
right, not just the same old doctoral and educational leadership, or just follow
somebody else’s model. But really build what’s needed and also build it in a way
that people were just attracted to it just in a visceral kind of way.
Zeppos knew that she wanted to attract students to the program who wanted to
change the world. She had a vision of creating the doctoral program on a large enough
scale that leaders from all types of organizations would be connected to each other
through the program. These leaders would each transform the organizations they led,
through their networks would run for or influence political office, and ultimately would
create large scale change in the world. According to Zeppos, “That’s the way I believe
you make massive change, is by having people with all the same foundation and with the
right lens of what they want the world to look like.”
Zeppos knew that before she could act on this driving passion, she would need to
secure university approval for the doctoral program. Zeppos described that from their
earliest conversations, the university administration was supportive to creating the
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doctoral program. In fact, there had been dialogue within the university around creating a
doctorate for many years prior. According to Kimberly Greene, one of the reasons that
Zeppos was such a popular choice for the dean position was because she had the strength
in leadership to try new things and was interested in creating a doctoral program.
Greene, who was originally hired for Chapman University and College prior to the
creation of Brandman University was one of the first full-time faculty for the Brandman
School of Education. In reflecting on this time period at Brandman, she recalled, “We
really wanted that doctorate. We as a faculty really wanted to have a doctorate for our
brand-new university.”
Initial Program Inquiry
The idea of establishing a doctoral program in Brandman’s School of Education
was formally brought forward in a faculty retreat in August 2010 (Brandman University,
2011e). Widespread support for the program existed among faculty and administration.
So, the formal process for program approval was pursued starting with the New Degree
Program Inquiry Template (Brandman University, n.d.-i). As part of the initial inquiry,
Vice Chancellor Charles Bullock directed the university to engage in a series of supply
and demand analyses that would allow for the triangulation of data and trends indicating
the level of need and interest in the marketplace for a Brandman EdD program
(Brandman University, 2011e).
Demand analysis. A literature review encompassing several wide-scale market
forecasts and a viability study was conducted by a neutral third party. Initial evidence of
the need for new doctoral programs in the state of California was established in the
California State University report Meeting California’s Need for the Education Doctorate

138

(The California State University, 2001). The market need was substantiated through a
viability study, Demand for Education Doctoral Programs, conducted by Noel-Levitz
consulting on behalf of the university and further analyzed in an Executive Summary
entitled The EdD Program’s Potential-Demand and Competitive Analysis Review and
Synthesis (Brandman University Institutional Research and Planning, 2010).
Results signaled a demand for occupations over the next 2 decades specific to the
proposed doctoral program. As specified in the study, the demand would result from a
significant number of expected preschool to Grade 12 and community college
administrator retirements (Brandman University Office of Institutional Research and
Planning, 2010). Likewise, a study completed by West Ed Regional Educational
Laboratory, Projecting the Need for California School Administrators over 2010/112017/18: The Effects of Projected Changes in Student Enrollment Over Two-Year
Increments, indicated increased need for school administrators across nearly all regions
of California as a result of anticipated retirements paired with increased student
enrollment projections (Fong & Makkonen, 2011).
Supply analysis. Along with determining the marketplace need for a doctoral
program, Vice Chancellor Charles Bullock requested data demonstrating the supply of
students for the proposed doctoral program. These data were collected through a further
review of the literature, a survey of current students and alumni, interviews of expert
leaders throughout the state, and an analysis of the Graduate Record Exam (GRE) data.
In addition, interest of current Brandman students and Brandman alumni in enrollment in
a doctoral program offered at Brandman was ascertained through survey data.
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Survey and expert interviews. According to the report Doctorate of Education:
Prospective Student Survey Results, “A tailored invitation to participate in a Doctorate of
Education survey was sent to 13,049 unique alumni and students. In a one-week period,
999 responded” (Brandman University Office of Institutional Research and Planning,
2011a, p. 1). From this survey Brandman University identified 501 prospective students
who indicated high interest in pursuing this type of doctorate at Brandman. These
prospective applicants indicated that the proposed program had a high level of relevance
to their career. In addition, prospective students identified as ready to sign up for the
program indicated the proposed immersion structure as more of a draw than any other
potential program feature (Brandman University Office of Institutional Research and
Planning, 2011a).
To further determine the appeal of the proposed program to educational
administrators throughout the state, semistructured expert interviews were conducted by
an impartial third-party (Brandman University Office of Institutional Research and
Planning, 2011b). Data from these interviews of leaders in the field indicated strong
support for the Brandman doctoral program and confirmed a future demand in the job
market.
Graduate record exam data analysis. The final step in determining program
viability was to analyze Graduate Record Exam (GRE) data and to refine enrollment
projections in order to determine geographical areas that would be viable locations for
cohorts of students. An analysis of the number of students taking the GRE with an
indicated degree objective of the Doctorate in Education was undertaken. This analysis
included data from “an 18-month period from July 2009 to December 2010. Student data
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were extracted from the GRE database and regionally analyzed by zip codes within a 20
mile radius of each campus” (Brandman University Office of Institutional Research and
Planning, 2011c, p. 7).
Results from this analysis further substantiated strong supplier markets of students
throughout the state of California and Washington and pointed to markets with the largest
and smallest potential supply of students. The strongest supply markets were Santa
Clarita, Walnut Creek, Irvine, Ontario/Moreno Valley, San Diego, and Washington State,
with Folsom/Roseville, Irvine, San Diego, and Ontario/Moreno Valley showing growth
promise. This GRE data and the regional trends data were compared and complied into a
report Doctorate of Education: Supply and Demand Analysis and Detailed Regional
Mapping, prepared by Brandman University Office of Institutional Research and
Planning (2011c) in the Spring of 2011.
New Degree Program Approval and Planning
On October 26, 2010, the Dean’s Council at Brandman University approved the
New Degree Program Inquiry. Following program approval, a decision needed to be
made initially on how quickly the university wanted to pursue the doctoral program
planning process. This decision was influenced by Zeppos who had a sense of urgency
and wanted to get the doctoral program planning started right away. She advocated for
the potential this doctoral program would have to be a differentiator for the university and
to provide revenue for the university. She argued the timing was right with teaching
credentials declining in the state and nobody going into teaching with pink slips all over
the news, and she shared with administration that a doctoral program would serve as a
great recruitment tool for all of the university’s other programs. Zeppos stated, “If you
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are producing leaders, they’re going to tell those under them, I went to Brandman
University.”
While advocating for the planning of the program to begin, Zeppos knew that
some critical steps also needed to be undertaken. She was aware that a no-name
university would not be able to successfully offer a doctoral degree and recruit students.
The university would need accreditation. Moreover, it would need credibility to compete
with the established programs in the field such as USC and La Verne. She knew that she
would need a team of respected and well-connected leaders experienced as high-level
practitioners and as doctoral faculty to design and launch a viable doctoral program at
Brandman University.
Associate Dean—The New Program’s First Faculty
One of the first moves made Zeppos after the university approved the doctoral
program was to advocate for the hiring of Pat Clark White as associate dean. Zeppos was
bold in her advocacy to recruit White immediately in September 2010, even though the
new budget would not be available until the following June 2011. In advocating for the
immediate hiring of White, Zeppos said,
I have complete faith and trust in her. And I know she has a vision of what we
could do to take what she has experienced at La Verne and USC. Really take the
best of some of those ideas and create something that would be amazing.
These two leaders had worked closely together at Argosy University. In fact, they
worked so closely, that they shared an office. As White recalled their time working
together at Argosy, she shared,
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The two of us became very good colleagues together and shared an office. We
just hit it off immediately. We bounced ideas off of each other, and we were very
creative together and lots of raucous fun together. We kept coming up with
solutions to problems for Argosy.
After engaging in an interview process involving a faculty panel, an opportunity
for all School of Education faculty to participate in an open phone interview, and
securing the support of university administration, Zeppos offered White the position as
associate dean (Brandman University, 2011e). As White recalled being offered the
opportunity to work with Zeppos at Brandman and design a doctoral program, she said,
“It was a dream job. I couldn’t think of anything that I would want to do more than that,
and so of course accepted and came over and the rest is history.” In November 2010, Pat
Clark White started her position as associate dean at Brandman University with the
charge of a designing a new doctoral program. At this time, White was the only faculty
working in the doctoral program.
Building the Doctoral Core Planning Team
As founding associate dean, one of White’s earliest moves was to build a team
that would develop the program under her leadership. The university allocated staffing
for the program with existing faculty and adjunct faculty thinking this was a reasonable
allocation to develop a small program. As indicated in the WASC proposal, “Because
Brandman already has highly qualified faculty for their other graduate programs, the
hiring will be limited to selecting adjunct faculty from leading practitioners, who will
become cohort mentors for the first year” (Brandman University, 2011e, p. 15).
Accordingly, White recruited current skilled Brandman School of Education faculty
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Kimberly Greene and Tamerin Capellino as core team members and program co-chairs.
Initially, they both would work with White designing in the doctoral program while
continuing to work in their existing roles in the School of Education at the university.
Five-Phase Planning Process for New Degree Programs
With this initial team established, the planning commenced following Brandman
University’s five-phase planning process for new degree programs which included the
following: (a) literature review and input from practitioners, (b) comprehensive analysis
of traditional and nontraditional degree programs, (c) creation of new curriculum,
(d) stakeholder feedback, and (e) advisory board feedback and assurance of learning for
continuous improvement (Brandman University, n.d.-j; Brandman University, 2011e). In
addition, timelines were developed to guide the program through all phases of the design
process culminating in new program initiation projected for May 2012. These timelines
were detailed in an internal document entitled New Doctorate in Education Timeline
(Brandman University, n.d.-k).
The Steering Committee
According to the Brandman University WASC Proposal for the Doctoral Program
in Organizational Leadership, the Steering Committee consisted of five staff members,
three being White, Greene, and Capellino (Brandman University, 2011e). The charge
brought forward to Greene and Capellino was to co-chair this Steering Committee, which
would plan all elements of the doctoral program. This included program design, course
design, preparation of all necessary documents for submission to the approval bodies, and
design of all corresponding program components (Brandman University, 2011e). Greene
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and Capellino both described rolling up their sleeves and starting the planning almost
immediately.
Designing the Program
The doctoral program was designed with the same commitment and momentum
with which it was initially approved. Capellino recalled this fondly saying, “We were not
given too many constraints regarding what that was going to look like, or even what it
was going to be called, or the content.” She recalled it as, “All right, internal department
approval, and then we’re going to have to write a lot. Go for it.” This team did exactly
that.
In recalling this time period, Capellino shared that for the first year, a threeperson team of herself, White, and Greene worked to develop the program including all
of the initial planning, development, accreditation approval, and internal approval to
launch. She spoke with fondness and passion as she recalled, “It was literally the three of
us doing everything humanly possible for the first year.” Greene describes this early
development of the program as “a passion project” noting that she, Capellino, and White
“were all in.”
This was described as a time of great energy and momentum by the team with
free reign to design the program they imagined. Capellino recalls,
We were only told no a couple times. Otherwise, we just thought the world is our
oyster. We’re going to just develop the best darn doctoral program we can drum
up and hopefully Brandman’s going to say, yeah, you can implement it. Other
universities would’ve never ever in a million years been able to pull off
developing a doctoral program with that speed.
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In the same vein Greene says there was support all around, noting that while White may
have shielded them from politics that existed, it felt like the team had the resources and
support they needed.
Within 6 months, this team had created a doctoral program that was ready for
internal and accreditation review. As White recalled,
I started in November of 2010. By April of 2011, we had a program all designed
and ready to take to the Board of Regents and to WASC to have our accreditation
established. That was established by June of that year.
This type of momentum is precisely why White was so fervently recruited to lead
the Brandman program. Along with her team, she accomplished in 1 year what would
take most teams 5 to 10 years to accomplish. This becomes a critical part of the
Brandman doctoral program story. The alignment of the right people in the right place at
the right time to innovate in a monumental manner.
Stakeholder Input
This period of initial program design was marked by a process of internal and
external stakeholder input. Brandman students, faculty, and administration were
involved as internal stakeholders, and individuals from industry and professional
organizations across the state of California were involved as external stakeholders. The
input provided shaped all aspects of the doctoral program, based on a fervently held value
to create a program that would develop the type of leaders organizations needed and were
desiring.
Advisory boards. To receive meaningful external stakeholder input from across
the state of California, 17 advisory boards were created by the doctoral team. These
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advisory boards were made up of high-level administrators in education and business.
Their input focused on the type of skills they needed the leaders of their organizations to
have in order to lead the type of change required. Not only was this input considered in
forming the foundation of the doctoral program, but these boards recruited leaders from
their organizations to be the first students in the program once it was created.
Advisory council. Another structure created to provide input was an Advisory
Council that consisted of 33 members including school district superintendents and
assistant superintendents, college presidents and chancellors, and other educational
administrators. On December 15, 2010, they met in collaboration with a team of eight
liaisons to the Advisory Council to brainstorm about the doctoral program (Brandman
University, 2010b). As indicated in the minutes from this Advisory Council meeting, this
council engaged in carousel brainstorming to generate a list of ideas for the doctoral
program including the following: factors that should be considered in forming the
program vision, knowledge and ideas that graduates of the program should be exposed to,
skills a graduate should have, thoughts related to the research capstone or dissertation,
and input about the delivery model (Brandman University, 2010b; see Appendix J). This
input was considered in depth by the Steering Committee as it made decisions in the
design of the program.
School of Education and School of Business faculty input. The Steering
Committee also sought internal stakeholder input from the Brandman School of
Education and School of Business faculty. All documents that were under development
were shared for faculty review in a password-protected website with feedback to the
Steering Committee accepted via e-mail. In addition, meetings were held via an online
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collaboration system called Wimba. In these meetings, faculty could ask questions and
provide feedback. As with the external feedback and input, the ideas shared by
Brandman faculty were utilized by the Steering Committee to shape the direction of the
doctoral program (Brandman University, 2011e).
Faculty Curriculum and Academic Committee Approval
Following these processes for doctoral program development, on March 31, 2011,
the Faculty Curriculum and Academic Committee (FCAC) approved the program design
materials including the EdD course descriptions and syllabi for all 21 classes in the
proposed program (see Appendix K). In attendance at this meeting was the FCAC Chair
Nedra Davis and members Judith Connell and Marnie Elam while three additional
members, John Freed, Betty McEady, and Kurt Takamine, attended by teleconference.
The program materials were ready to be presented to the Board of Regents for approval.
Board of Regents Program Approval
On April 22, 2011, in Room 326 at the Brandman University home campus in
Irvine, a meeting of the Academic Affairs committee was held. In attendance were
Zeppos and White along with University Chancellor Brahm and Vice Chancellor
Bullock, Regents Janes, Leatherby, and Martinez, and faculty Ringenbach, Davis, and
Hale. As documented in the Academic Affairs Committee meeting minutes, at this
meeting, the Regents in attendance voted to recommend the approval of the proposed
doctorate in education to the Board of Regents on April 25, 2011(Brandman University,
2011a; see Appendix L). At the subsequent Board of Regents meeting on April 25, 2011,
the doctoral program was unanimously approved to be offered as a Doctor of Education
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in Organizational Leadership under the School of Education (Brandman University,
2011b; see Appendix M).
Start-Up Budget
A start-up budget for the first 2 years of the program was approved allocating
marketing at $100,000 per year to establish awareness of the program and program
differentiations as well as to convert prospects to students (Brandman University, n.d.-f;
see Appendix N), books for faculty at $10,000, accreditation fees of $5,000, and other
miscellaneous expenses (Brandman University, n.d.-e). Operating costs needed for the
program were projected to be minimal since the plan was for existing School of
Education faculty and resources to support the doctoral program as seen in Table 10
(Brandman University, 2011e).
Table 10
Brandman University Doctorate in Education Program: Three-Year Financial Projection
Development
2011-12

Year 1
2012-13

Year 2
2013-14

Year 3
2014-15

0

235,600

696,590

925,514

Expenses
Total faculty compensation
Total staff compensation
Total compensation

108,534
0
108,543

342,123
67,600
409,723

484,470
69,628
554,098

526,243
71,717
597,960

Total non-personnel operating expenses

113,834

152,134

142,492

146,767

Total operating expenses

222,377

561,857

696,590

744,727

-222,377

-326,257

0

180,787

6,500

8,100

3,400

0

Revenue
Net student revenue

Net contribution from operations
Capital expenditures

Note. Adapted from Doctorate in Education: Three-Year Financial Projection, by Brandman University,
n.d.-h, p. 1 (unpublished document).
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Six Program Learning Outcomes
The Steering Committee now had its original program vision along with internal
and external stakeholder input and knowledge from an extensive needs analysis and
literature review. With this, they were able to define and clearly articulate the focus of
the Brandman doctoral program. Six program learning outcomes emerged from these
processes:
1. Visionary Leadership: Create a vision of the future as an ethical agent of
change, who mobilizes stakeholders to transform the organization.
2. Diversity: Integrate the strengths that individual and cultural differences
contribute to create an organization that is equitable, respectful, responsive and
morally accountable in a global society.
3. Collaborative Relationships: Build a culture of trusting relationships and
purposeful involvement that supports critical and creative problem solving and
decision making through effective communication and conflict resolution.
4. Political Intelligence: Generate organizational influence to ethically advocate
for causes and changes that will advance the organization’s vision and mission.
5. Strategic Thinking: Construct a systems-oriented learning organization to
develop, implement, and assess effective, futures-based plans that facilitate
innovation, problem solving and continuous improvement.
6. Creativity and Sustained Innovation: Develop a culture of divergent thinking
and responsible risk taking that harnesses the potential of available human
capital to transform the organization. (Brandman University, 2011c, p. 1)
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Enlisting Help for Program Design
Following the development of the program learning outcomes, the doctoral
program was ready to be designed. To develop the program the doctoral team needed to
enlist help. They looked to the Brandman School of Education and School of Business’s
existing faculty. As White described it,
Almost everybody on the faculty got to do something, because we had to design a
whole program. I designed kind of the framework for it, and then we had to do all
the coursework. All the courses had to be developed. So, it was a very big job.
This curriculum development team made up of White, Capellino, Greene, and
faculty from the School of Education and School of Business worked to design 21 syllabi
and a delivery model (Brandman University, 2011e). Courses were developed to support
the type of leaders who would have the skills, knowledge, and personal dispositions to go
out and change the world as expressed in the original vision of Zeppos. Program delivery
was developed in a hybrid model using synchronous and asynchronous technologies to
best serve adult learners in a relevant manner.
Program Guiding Principles
The doctoral team was led by guiding principles to develop “visionary leaders
who are creative and capable of bringing about needed change” and the belief that “great
and lasting change is best effected through collaboration, innovation, positive influence,
strategic thinking and a profound commitment to lifelong learning” (Brandman
University, 2011e, p. 11). When Greene reflected on the guiding principles of the
program, she said:
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We wanted people to be able to go out and authentically change the educational
world in their own unique ways, so transformation, transformational, it was a key
word that was there from the beginning. . . . It was part of the oxygen we were
breathing. There was no doubt.
Program Philosophy
In addition to a foundation of strong guiding principles, the doctoral program was
rooted in a philosophy “that good leaders are inherently those individuals with sound
values and beliefs, ethical character, and a deep, abiding concern for others, who have the
knowledge and skills to deliver the vision for their organization.” (Brandman University,
2011e, p. 1). This philosophy was inspired by significant thought leaders such as Bennis,
Covey, Fullan, Heifitz, Kouzes and Posner, Lencioni, and Senge. Accordingly,
introspection, continuous improvement, and innovation are key in the program
philosophy.
Program Framework
The framework developed for the program was rooted in connectedness, designed
to put the guiding principles of the program into practice and to support attainment of the
six program learning outcomes. The doctoral program was designed as a 2-year cycle of
coursework in which students would work in a cohort of approximately eight students
assigned to a cohort mentor. There would be 12 content courses (36 units) and nine
research courses (21 units), three annual immersions where all students in the program
came together in Southern California for 3 to 4 days, a transformational change project,
cohort meetings held twice per month, and the completion of a dissertation. Cohorts
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would connect to coursework, change project design and implementation, and
dissertation coaching (Brandman University, n.d.-m; see Appendix O).
Cohorts. While the concept of cohort mentors existed in the doctoral world, the
Brandman team intentionally created a structure for cohort mentors that would
differentiate the program from others. They decided that cohort mentors would need to
have an earned doctorate, be leading practitioners, receive additional ongoing training in
research and dissertation, and serve as coaches in the development of dissertation topics
and concepts. In addition, the vision for cohort mentors was that they would be a
personal mentor and guide for each student as they journeyed through the program.
Cohort mentors would also be connected to the coursework that students were engaging
in and would coach the students along in the program as they worked to complete
courses. Initial cohort mentors would be hired as adjuncts and mentored by the full-time
faculty.
Course design and structure. Another differentiator in the design of the
Brandman program was the way the team designed courses so that students would be
automatically enrolled in the course sequence throughout the program and the way
courses would be held in a hybrid format with synchronous elements including webinars
allowing for faculty-to-student direct contact and asynchronous elements such as posting
in group discussions. This design was aimed at leveraging new technologies that allowed
for online instruction and utilizing best practices in face-to-face instruction in order to
serve the needs of working practitioners who may not live near a campus and whose
personal and professional needs are best served by being able to attend online.
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Building out courses. In order to write the syllabi for each of the 21 courses that
would be offered, the team needed to expand. With faculty in the university who were
experienced in course development, White reached out to faculty across the university.
As was done with initial program planning, faculty from the School of Business and
School of Education came on board to help develop the syllabi. All hands were on deck
with everyone pitching in to get these courses developed. As Capellino recalled, “Even
Dean Zeppos wrote a syllabus for the resource class . . . and an associate dean or two
wrote syllabi.” This wide-reaching involvement allowed the work to be completed
swiftly. Table 11 includes a listing of the initial courses.

Table 11
Brandman EdD in Organizational Leadership Courses
Course number
EDOL 700
EDOL 705
EDOL 706
EDOL 707
EDOL 708
EDOL 720
EDOL 721
EDOL 722
EDOL 723
EDOL 724
EDOL 750
EDOL 751
EDOL 752
EDOL 753
EDOL 754
EDOL 755
EDOL 756
EDOL 780
EDOL 790
EDOL 791
EDOL 792

Course title

Credits
st

Preparing for 21 Century Leadership
Organizational Communication and Conflict Resolution
Team and Group Dynamics
Organizational Theory and Development
Strategic Thinking
Ethical Problem Solving and Decision Making
Creativity, Innovation, and Sustainable Change
Diversity and Intercultural Aspects of Leadership
The Leader as Change Agent
Innovation in Resource Management
Writing for Research and Publication I
Writing for Research and Publication II
Quantitative Inquiry I
Quantitative Inquiry II
Qualitative Research Methods I
Qualitative Research Methods II
Assessment, Evaluation, and Accountability
Transformational Change Field Experience
Developing the Dissertation Prospectus
Dissertation I
Dissertation II

Note. From WASC Substantive Change Proposal, by Brandman University, May 2011, pp. 16-17
(unpublished document).
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3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
3

Syllabi were developed to support the stated program learning outcomes, specific
course objectives, instructional strategies, methods of evaluation, and to include a strong
research component in each course (Brandman University, n.d.-c). All syllabi were
developed utilizing a university-approved syllabus template. Once developed, syllabi
approval of the Steering Committee and the University Faculty and Academic Committee
was required. This process was designed in order to ensure that all courses were
developed to the standards of the university including alignment with program learning
objectives, signature assignment and rubric, course units; and review of relevancy,
pedagogy, and bibliography. Additionally, “Once a year, course curriculum and syllabi
would be reviewed by the school curriculum team to ensure currency in the field and
appropriate pedagogy” (Brandman University, 2011c, p. 17).
The creation of the TCP. Another part of the program development involved the
creation of the transformational change project. This project grew out of a desire to
create a more relevant alternative to comprehensive exams that would help develop
leaders who were prepared to lead transformational change. Each member of the Core
Planning Team vividly recalled the day that the TCP was envisioned.
Greene recalled this day, reminiscing on just completing scoring comprehensive
exams for Pepperdine where she was a doctoral alumni and faculty. As she recalled, she
walked into White’s office and said, “We can’t do comps. We have to do something
that’s richer, more meaningful, and more experiential. Something that truly offers the
opportunity for a transformational experience.”
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Greene described that Capellino “Lit on fire” saying, “A transformational change
project. That’s what we need, that’s what brings this all together.” Greene went on to
describe that
There was suddenly this big, delicious light that elevated everything we’d been
trying to talk about and mapping out and planning with the department. Suddenly
there was a light that every single one of our ideas and our plans really was lit by.
Everything fell under that spotlight; it all came together.
Capellino said that this concept was in line with the original vision of creating a
program that was nontraditional and aligned with input from the stakeholder advisor
board meetings where the message was wanting our “leaders to be able to actually lead
and do these things.” Capellino said the idea just fell into place and the team agreed with
her sentiment, “Why don’t we actually have them implement change and have it be a
class?"
The transformational change project was conceived and created. It was developed
as a multiyear project that would connect to multiple courses in the doctoral program.
The project would require each student to lead transformational change in an
organization. Structures for leadership would be learned and put into practice over time
with the student growing through the process and the organization benefitting through the
impact of meaningful change. This TCP has become a hallmark of the Brandman
program.
Prospectus class. Another component of the Brandman doctoral program that
grew out of a desire to do something different than experienced in traditional doctoral
education was the structure of starting on the dissertation from the beginning. Capellino,
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the most recent doctoral graduate on the faculty, described her experience with the
prospectus as a student as University of La Verne as being very ambiguous. Her
experience was typical of doctoral programs at the time, with most universities having the
first dissertation course at the end of coursework. The Brandman team decided not to
make dissertation a secret. They agreed with White’s sentiment, “Let’s just have a
prospectus class,” noting that other universities have since followed suit.
Dissertation support was developed with a thread woven throughout the program
to support students in writing and research. This included the initial EDOL 750 and
EDOL 751 courses (Writing for Research and Publication I and II) and presentations at
immersion. In reflecting on this, Capellino stated, “People were literally starting [the]
dissertation from day one.” In addition to supporting the vision of creating a
nontraditional program, Zeppos shared that this idea of a prospectus class folded into the
larger vision at Brandman to support students in completing the program and to have
them start the program with the end in mind.
This focus on the dissertation from the beginning of the program was also
expected to support students in completing the program at higher rates and in less time
than seen in traditional programs. As indicated in the Brandman University (2011e)
WASC Proposal: Doctor of Organizational Leadership, “The typical student will
complete coursework in two years and have a solid start on their dissertation. It is
expected that the typical student will complete the dissertation in the third year but may
possibly extend into their fourth year” (p. 19).
Admission and graduation requirements. Requirements for admission
included a master’s degree with a minimum GPA of 3.0, and submission of a portfolio
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demonstrating leadership experience, professional development, professional recognition,
achievement awards, letters of reference, and a letter of intent indicating the applicant’s
interest in the program. Applicants would need strong writing skills and a professional
position that would allow the individual access to engage in meaningful field-based
assignments to apply theory into application (Brandman University, n.d.-g).
Graduation requirements were developed to include completion of coursework
with a 3.0 GPA and student presentation of a portfolio to a faculty review panel. This
portfolio would include successful completion of the transformational change project and
a final paper in place of comprehensive exams, successful presentation of the dissertation
prospectus, and completion of the leadership development plan based on 360-degree
feedback from the student’s workplace. Following these requirements and advancement
to candidacy, students would complete a dissertation. Students would have the
opportunity to complete this research work in a traditional format or in a thematic group
format where students study a problem from various perspectives.
WASC Accreditation
In order to offer the program, the university needed approval from WASC. While
the team was busy planning the program, they were also preparing the necessary
documents to apply for WASC accreditation. In May 2011, the doctoral team completed
the preparation of the WASC Proposal: Doctor of Organizational Leadership (Brandman
University, 2011e). This proposal included all required elements for accreditation: an
institutional and program overview; program mission, vision, and learning outcomes;
established program need; indicated program supply, interest, and recruitment plan;
outlined university planning and approval process for the doctoral program; detailed the
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curriculum, courses, and program design; admission and graduation requirements;
evaluation elements; program review process; faculty workload, requirements, and
support; student supports, information and library resources; and technology. As
required by WASC, documents were provided to support all areas of the application.
The Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership not only received
WASC accreditation but was accredited with no program changes needed. In recalling
the day that WASC granted accreditation to the doctoral program, Zeppos called attention
to the work of the team as innovative and distinctive. She considered the perspective of
the WASC accreditation team saying, “We had a perfect accreditation. That doesn’t
exist. And because of the true authentic collaboration that we really value each other and
so forth, it was palpable to them.”
Adding Faculty
The doctoral program would initially be operated by existing full-time faculty in
the School of Education, all who had doctoral degrees. Additionally, the program was to
be supported by the School of Education’s existing Distance Learning Team consisting of
a total of 11 staff, including a manager, instructional technology specialists, and support
staff as well as Brandman’s learning management system administrator. The only initial
hiring would be cohort mentors who would be hired as adjuncts and mentored by the fulltime faculty. As indicated by Brandman University (2011e), criteria for selecting these
cohort mentors included an “earned doctorate from a regionally accredited university;
well-recognized success as a senior organizational leader for at least 10 years; skilled in
effecting organizational change; experienced in coaching others in leadership
development; collaborative leadership style.” (p. 27).
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It was further noted by Brandman University (2011e) that additional faculty
would be added as the program grew. Initial projections assumed 24 students in the first
year of the program and 42 students in the second and third years. Plans for adding
faculty to the program were based on this projected rate of growth in the student
population as seen in Table 12. This plan assumed 1.75 full-time equivalent (FTE)
faculty to teach year 1 research and content classes, and three adjuncts to serve as
mentors for the three planned cohorts of eight students each. Year 2 would require 3.25
FTEs to serve the growing number of students as well as 16 dissertation chairs and 32
dissertation committee members.
Program Chair—Growing the Doctoral Faculty
The first full-time faculty member to be added to the Brandman doctoral team
joined in Spring 2012 at the invitation of White. This faculty member was Keith Larick.
As a retired superintendent of over 20 years for three school districts, a senior-level
executive for two private organizations, and a board member of various technology
companies, Larick was well networked and well respected across the state. He brought
his experience, network, commitment, and established relationships to the Brandman
doctoral team.
In fact, White and Larick had worked together previously as superintendent
colleagues in California. They had a deep respect for the leadership and
accomplishments of one another. Also, they both had roots in the La Verne doctoral
program providing them with a common experience and common framework for doctoral
education. Larick joined the Brandman team in the role of doctoral program chair.
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Table 12
Doctoral Program Full Time Equivalent Faculty

Faculty key indicators

Development
2011-2012

2012-2013

2013-2014

2014-2015

1.75

3.25

3.25

0

24
1:14

42
1:13

42
1:13

0

24
24
1:14

42
42
1:13

60
45
1:14

Number of full-time faculty
Student-to-Full-Time-Faculty Ratios
Ratio for students in course-work only
Total Students in course-work- Fall 1
Student (course-work) to FT Faculty ratio
Ratio for all students in program, including
dissertation students*
Total Student Headcount- Fall 1
Total Student FTE- Fall 1*
Total Student FTE to FT Faculty ratio*

*During the dissertation period, six students are estimated to equal one full-time equivalent
Maximum Class Size

20.0

20.0

20.0

Note. From WASC Proposal: Doctor of Organizational Leadership, Brandman University, May 2011, p. 19
(unpublished document).

In describing his interest in joining the doctoral team, Larick said, “What brought
me here was wanting to continue to make a contribution to lead a legacy of leaders who
are out in the field, still doing good things, who then would leave a legacy for more so
that what we had in mind about leadership would continue.” Initially his role included
helping the team finish curriculum needed to launch and recruiting people into leadership
roles in the program. Later, his work was planned to shift to building out the dissertation
processes necessary for the program.
Preparing to Launch
After obtaining WASC approval, the next step for the doctoral team was to
prepare to launch the program and recruit the first class of students. Zeppos believed that
the first class of students would set the path for the success of the program. She also
knew that a tremendous amount of course development work remained. Accordingly, she
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advocated to the provost to delay launching for one year so the team could engage in a
well-designed recruitment strategy to recruit the type of students they envisioned entering
the program and prepare to launch. This provost approved this request and Zeppos and
her team launched their recruitment strategy while also continuing to design the program.
Plans for the coming year had been detailed. While the work that lay ahead was
known, it was a tremendous task to be accomplished in such a short time frame. As
indicated in the WASC proposal,
Moving forward into the next academic year, the doctoral faculty will continue to
work together in developing courses for each of the syllabi that has been prepared.
The team will work collaboratively with individuals preparing drafts and sending
them to the Steering Committee of Associate Dean and Ed.D. Curriculum Team
Co-Chairs. The Steering Committee will review, discuss and make suggestions to
the individual writers. An emphasis will be placed on state-of-the-art ideas,
books, and activities, as well as seminal works. The team will meet at each of the
Faculty Retreats scheduled for 2011-12 and succeeding years. Teleconferences
will be held over the next year with the members of the doctoral faculty. Agendas
will be determined by the Steering Committee and by faculty members, based on
what is needed to develop the doctoral-level culture and support for faculty
research, as well as dissertation preparation. (Brandman University, 2011e, p. 28)
Student Recruitment and Enrollment Plan
As the team was preparing for students by further developing the doctoral
program, they were also recruiting the students who would become the first class. They
identified their target student as an individual who “aspired to lead organizations—

162

schools, districts, county offices, colleges, cities, governmental agencies, non-profits,
small businesses or corporations” (Brandman University, 2011e, p. 22). Student
recruitment was personal and widespread as Zeppos and her team leveraged networks
throughout the state to reach out to students individually and through interactions with
leaders they knew and trusted.
Projected student enrollment. The doctoral team projected that the first group
of students would start coursework in the summer of 2012 and complete coursework in
the summer of 2014, with new students beginning each fall. Initial planning was for 24
students the first year of the program (2012-2013) with “cohorts on three regional
campuses with eight students enrolled at each location” (Brandman University, 2011e, p.
19). Projections indicated one new cohort of eight students in the second year with this
pattern of eight first-year students and eight second-year students repeated for each of the
next 3 years. This plan would allow for slow incremental growth of the program as it
incorporated a mix of first- and second-year students in the second year and the
additional mix of dissertation students that would occur in year 3.
Dreams of high student recruitment. While the target was to recruit
approximately 24 students, doctoral team members imagined how exciting it would be if
they were to receive an even higher number of applicants. Capellino recalls the team
thinking they would start with 20 students, “but then secretly we thought, wouldn’t it be
cool if we got 40?” She went on to share that the team was thinking, “Then we can have
two instructors teach each team, and that would be cool." The team eagerly anticipated
the first round of student applications hoping that they had enough students to
successfully launch the program they were busy planning.
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A flood of applications. Dreams of a large number of applicants came to a
magnified fruition as the program was flooded with over 200 student applications. While
the team was hopeful to recruit 24 applicants, they had received eight times that amount
of applicants. In attempting to explain how Brandman “got 200 applications for a no
name program,” Zeppos pointed to the personal touch in recruitment. She explained how
them team leveraged networks throughout the state to reach potential students and then
made personal contact with each student. In fact, Zeppos recalled, “I personally
interviewed like 90% of those students because the faculty were busy building the
courses and other program curriculum.” While this level of interest in being a student in
the program was exciting for the team to consider, it also far exceeded the scope that
anyone on the team expected or was prepared to manage.
Scaling Up the Program to Size
While it was clear at this point that the doctoral program would start much larger
than initially planned, resources had been allocated and faculty had been recruited based
on the original plan. The plan to start with 24 students in three regions quickly grew to a
plan to start with 100-200 students from regions across the state (Brandman University,
n.d.-b). With the program now preparing to start between five to eight times the size
originally planned for, the doctoral team quickly realized the impact on all parts of the
program design from faculty to teach courses to facilities to hold the initial immersion
event that was being planned, to cohort mentors to work with the students. As Larick put
it, the team had a problem to solve, “but an elegant problem.” Capellino recalled this
time with excitement:
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This is the March before we launched. So there’s three of us. So we’re like, “Oh
my goodness. We’re going to have these 180 students.” Okay? That now brings
it up to 10 sections, which is meaning 10 adjuncts for every course, right? And
we’re going to have 180 students. That means we can’t hold immersions at
Brandman anymore. We have to look for an alternative location. It also means
we’re going to have to figure out how we’re going to do all these immersion
sessions and speaking, and we’re going to really have to hustle to bring everyone
we possibly know on board, right?
Greene describes the largest barriers facing the team at this time as “Barriers of
reality.” She recalls thinking, “How in God’s green earth are we going to do this, this
thing we want to do? Yeah. How are we going to manage this many students? How are
we going to ensure that faculty are able to engage this way?”
The Team Rallied
The team rallied. They all contacted everyone they knew in the field. They
recruited additional cohort mentors (see Appendix O). They recruited people to copresent and lead sessions at Immersion. They planned to do the majority of sessions
themselves between their core team. At the same time, they were getting courses
developed in time for launch, getting the necessary technology training to teach the
online courses, and all just in time before students started the program. Ainsworth
recalled this time as follows: “The student management part was so difficult, and the lack
of personnel to develop courses. I think that’s another big barrier. I mean those people
were killing themselves developing courses and developing the immersions. It was just
24/7.”
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Even though it was seemingly impossible at the time, the Brandman doctoral team
pulled it off and launched the program to a class of 115 students in the fall of 2012, even
as the program was still being built (Brandman University, n.d.-b). White shared,
“People could not believe we got a doctoral program from zero to students in that short a
period of time. That is really unheard of. Other universities were saying it would have
taken us eight years to do this.” However, the team who worked on the concept, design,
and implementation of this program had the experience, connections, commitment, and
passion to put this vision into action.
The First Immersion
As planned, by September 2012, just 2 years after the program concept was
originally brought forward as an idea at the August 2010 faculty retreat the doctoral
program launched. At five times the projected size, the first group of 115 students joined
in Irvine, California, for the inaugural immersion (Brandman University, n.d.-b). Over a
period of the 3 days from September 1 through September 3, 2012, the students and
faculty brought the Brandman program to life (Brandman University, n.d.-b).
Immersion sessions. The first immersion provided an example of the nature of
the program and commitment of the faculty. The immersion was planned and organized
by the program faculty with participation of adjunct faculty cohort mentors. Not only did
the content of the event need planned, but planning included organizing the event,
securing the facility, creating the information, planning and organizing activities,
presenting material and teaching the seminars, as well as hiring presenters. Presenters
included Zeppos, White, Larick, Capellino, adjunct faculty, cohort mentors, and keynote
speaker Linda Ackerman Anderson.
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Day 1 kicked off with registration and breakfast followed a welcome and
introductions led by Dean of the School of Education Christine Zeppos, founding
Associate Dean Pat Clark White, doctoral program faculty, and cohort mentors. This
community building time was followed by an introduction to transformational leadership
session led by Keith Larick, doctoral program chair. Time was then allocated for cohorts
to meet and provide intentional self-introductions using a purpose and values project as a
guide. The afternoon included a session entitled “Keys to Leading Successful
Transformation” by keynote speaker Linda Ackerman Anderson. In the evening, a
chancellor’s reception was hosted.
Day 2 of the immersion opened with community building related to values and
vision and was followed by sessions entitled “Leadership from the Inside Out” and
“Transformational Leadership Development Plan and Portfolio” led by White and Larick.
The afternoon included a session on change drivers led by Larick and a panel discussion
led by Pat Faverty and Jeneane Prince. This session included a review of an assignment
on change drivers in which students completed their coursework. The afternoon
concluded in small group sessions allowing students to meet with their instructors for the
coming terms and allowing cohorts additional time to meet.
Day 3 of the immersion launched with a session called “Introduction to
Communication, Conflict, and Crucial Conversations” facilitated by Tamerin Capellino
and Phil Pendley. This was followed by an introduction to the transformational change
project led by White and Larick. A session on choosing a dissertation topic facilitated by
White included a panel presentation including Phil Pendley, Pat Ainsworth, Cheryl-Marie
Osborne, and Nicole Simmons Johnson. Time was also provided for small groups of
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students to meet in job-alike discussions on potential dissertation topics. The day
concluded with a final presentation entitled “ABD to EdD” given by Capellino and Perry
Wiseman and closing remarks by White.
Presentations ranged from more traditional information sessions to less traditional
allowing the students to see the staff as people and the learning as relevant. One of
White’s presentations included using movie posters to facilitate conversations about
various visions for leadership. Capellino and Pendley’s presentation on communication
included Larick and a colleague loudly bursting into the ballroom in an argument to
illustrate a point about communication. This was a marked difference from the type of
theoretical presentation a student might get in a more traditional doctoral program.
The unscheduled immersion sessions. In addition, interactions between faculty
and students and among students continued beyond the immersion sessions.
Relationships and networks developed naturally as people got to know each other
professionally and personally in the immersion setting. Opportunities to network and
interact presented themselves in formal immersion sessions as well as in informal
gatherings in the lobby where meals were shared, conversations were held, and people
got to form relationships outside of the classroom.
The energy of immersion. The energy of immersion was very different than that
of a typical university seminar. Marilou Ryder, an adjunct faculty at the time of the first
immersion, recalled the profound difference. She said, “I was just overtaken with just
amazement and awe of all the people that they signed up.” She went on to say, “I was
just overtaken. I said, ‘Oh my God. I want to be part of this.’” Similarly Greene recalled
this event saying, “The very first immersion was almost surreal, because we’d been
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planning and dreaming and starting from nothing, and then we have everything and
here’s these people.” This same sentiment was shared by Capellino:
The energy of that weekend and in that room, you could feel it. Everyone could.
It was absolutely off the charts. Magical, magical, magical. . . . I felt we had just
pulled off a peak performance that no one would have ever thought a small little
team would have ever been able to pull off what we just pulled off. I literally got
tears in my eyes and started to cry. It was just overwhelmingly, just relief but joy.
Everyone knew in that room something magical literally had just happened.
That same sentiment was expressed by Larick who shared the incredible amount
of work the team was doing preparing for the first immersion: “We were doing all the
presentations, staying up until midnight and beyond preparing for the next day. Then
seeing that it worked. The evaluations we got back said, yes, this is working for us. That
was a highlight.”
Patrick Ainsworth, a cohort mentor in the doctoral program at that time, reflected
on that immersion, noting that it was “a touchstone of the culture demonstrating a level of
importance and seriousness, at the same time of love and caring, and you can do this, and
creating kind of that atmosphere that was larger than life.” He also shared, “Getting
everybody together from such far-flung distances was another huge symbolic thing.”
During the course of that first immersion a culture developed along with symbols and
rituals that were planned and those that emerged organically.
EdDy. One of these symbols was a mannequin who would come to be called
EdDy. This mannequin dressed in Brandman regalia; EdDy was the idea of Dean
Zeppos. In an effort to have a representation to students that was a vision of graduation
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from the beginning of the program, which also paired perfectly with the vision of the
doctoral team to build an element of play into the immersion. Zeppos described how she
ordered this mannequin, dressed him in Brandman regalia, and realizing his legs were
bare, added some pants and shoes from her husband’s closet. Then she brought him to
the first immersion and placed him in the meeting room. In reminiscing, Larick said,
EdDy quickly became a symbol of fun and a foundation of the Brandman culture
at the first immersion. During that weekend students kidnapped him and took him
away. He was recovering from a hangover and would join us at some time that
day and then never did. Then got pictures of him lying in bed with a wine glass,
but it became part of that playful aspect of the program. It was a demonstration of
the culture of having fun while learning.
The clicker. Larick described another ritual that emerged in those first
immersion presentations as the play with the clicker. He described how he and White
had some playful interactions during presentations where they hid the clicker from one
another or removed the batteries. He says that this was intentional to model the kind of
play they wanted in the program showing “that we’re serious about learning, but we’re
serious about relationships and having a good time.” This play with the clicker was
embraced by students and lived on well beyond this first immersion.
Cohort culture. Another part of the culture that emerged at that first immersion
came from the students and cohorts. Somewhat organically, cohorts started coming up
with their own symbols to identify as cohorts. As Ainsworth described, “They had cohort
t-shirts. One of them got cohort pins and they had their own logo. So all of that just
became very symbolic of the culture.
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That first immersion started with a speech from former Dean Zeppos welcoming
students to the program and sharing the vision, and it ended with a closing video showing
highlights of the event. Both of these became important rituals in the Brandman doctoral
culture.
Growing Pains
During the initial implementation of the program, everything was being done for
the first time and the faculty were moving quickly to stay one step ahead of the students.
Lessons were learned along the way with an upward trajectory of growth and continuous
refinement. This was expressed by faculty in various statements and recollections.
In reflecting on the program in this time period, Ainsworth said, “You know, I
think it went through that initial entrepreneurial phase of everybody’s just creating things
on the fly. The first immersions were like crazy making. People were doing stuff by the
seat of their pants you know, hoping it would work.”
Immersion 2013. One such event that was a lesson learned not to be repeated
was an immersion in 2013 that had to be held with limited funding and resources.
Zeppos shared this memory:
So in 2013 we had to do immersion at Brandman. So one of the cohorts that we
had, actually the Monterey cohort, they lost their funding source for the cohort.
So we had like 30 students that had to drop, so the numbers got low enough that
we were able to house immersion on the second floor of Brandman. Well, at the
same time, my assistant went on medical leave and we didn’t have an event
planner and so Maris was a brand-new employee, so it was Maris and I, like full
facilities and everything, I’m changing tablecloths. It was the most awful
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experience of my life. It was just . . . It was hot, it was just horrible. Oh, it was
just horrible. I never want to do something like that again. And thank goodness
we never had another immersion in there because it was too big to be able to it at
that facility. So that was the worst.
Missteps along the way. The fast growth affected other areas of the program
from course development to hiring. While a vision existed for the type of faculty and
mentors that would be recruited into the program, practical measures required some
flexibility in that criteria initially. Zeppos shared, “As you grow, again, you struggle. Pat
and I and the faculty hired based on relationships with people that we knew that said
yeah, I’d vouch for that person having that same philosophy.” She shared, “We’ve had
some missteps with some people that didn’t have it and hopefully through student
feedback and so that evolves.”
The Development of the Culture of Innovation
The Brandman doctoral faculty came to this program for the opportunity to create
an innovative program that would change the face of leadership in California and beyond.
Their commitment was not to be bound by tradition but to take the best of the existing
programs and to reimagine all other elements. This spirit of innovation allowed the team
to put values into action and create a program where faculty and students were partners,
that the program would be launched with the end in mind, that the student body would
look like the demographics in the state of California, that theory would be applied, and
that doctoral-level education would be delivered to students wherever they were located.
As Greene recalled, “Innovation and transformation were part of the call of the
entire design, as opposed to, we should add this in, this would be a good thing. They

172

weren’t add-ons, they weren’t gingerbread. They really were at the heart and soul of all
that we were trying to do.”
Relationships. One of the key innovations in this program was the focus on
relationships and to put students first. This is described by Zeppos:
That innovation of really, the authenticity and the focus on values and
relationships and going outside of your comfort zone and talking about
courageous leadership, I just don’t think any of those things, those aspects had
been developed in a program previously. There might be dabblings of it in other
programs, but not in the same way that I think we’ve been able to make that shift
in students from their start of coursework to the end of the program. . . . So I
think that part is probably the greatest innovation. that students get to really
transform who they are to be their most authentic self. And hopefully that will
not only make them a better leader, but a more fulfilled person too. Because the
truer we are to ourselves, the happier we are going to be in life.
Some of the structures put in place to ensure this focus on relationships included
planning all of the courses so that a thread ran through them, block scheduling students
into classes so they moved through in an intentional sequence, assigning students to a
cohort that they moved through the program with under the guidance of a mentor who is
a senior-level administrator in an organization as well as a doctor, and bringing all
students together three/four times per year to learn together and connect face to face.
White said,
So, that in itself I think is a huge innovation that most programs don’t have, that
connectedness. You are going to go through all these experiences together. The
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sequence is established. The sequence is established so that one course builds on
the last course. So, every course is a building block to get to the pinnacle of
transformational leadership. We really depend on what you have learned in your
first few courses in order to get to the last course and to get to the
transformational change project and to get to the dissertation. All of these courses
build on each other. I think that’s very innovative.
This connectedness was described by Capellino as well: “We initially developed
the content courses connected to the research courses. Then all the research courses to
each other. And then all the content courses connected to each other and then also
connected to the change project.” She described how the research courses all connected
to the dissertation saying, “This whole integration of things was a key factor.”
Block scheduling. Another innovation in the Brandman program was described
by faculty as the block scheduling that takes place. In this type of scheduling, rather than
signing up each term for required classes, students are scheduled into the entire program
in a sequence and they move through the classes with a group of students. As described
by White,
In this program, you have a block of two years. You are automatically registered.
You’re assigned to a cohort, and that cohort stays with you for two years. That
cohort mentor who is a leading practitioner in the field stays with you for two
years.
The cohort and the cohort mentor. That leads into another part of the
Brandman innovation, which is the cohort and the cohort mentor. While the cohort is
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seen in other university doctoral programs, it is the design of the Brandman cohort and
the skill level of the cohort mentor that sets Brandman apart. White said,
The cohort, the cohort mentor is a very innovative concept that isn’t typical across
the nation. I think more and more universities are looking at what we’re doing,
and I think adapting some of our practices, even some of our language. . . . We
may see that as being more of a standard operating procedure in the future for a
lot of places, but not all.
Likewise, Ainsworth shared, “The attention to the cohort is something that sets it apart.
We had learning groups at La Verne, but there wasn’t much structure to them. It really
depended on the personality and the experience of the person running it.” He described
that the cohort allows students to engage in cocurricular experiences where they “are
learning and networking together and creating new learning, and new ideas, and new
thoughts, and new opportunities for each other.” Ainsworth shared that even though he
was an experienced mentor and high-level educational leader at the state level, he was
provided with valuable mentoring in how to be an effective cohort mentor. He shared,
“The cohort gives people an anchor locally or virtually with a core group of people that’s
smaller.”
Student and faculty relationships. Another innovation in the program was the
relationships and connections between faculty and students. Capellino described this as
what should happen in a program but something that Brandman did much better than
other programs from the very beginning. She said, “Our cohort mentors, our adjuncts,
our full-time faculty, we were in the trenches of everybody and had real good personal
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relationships and connections.” She described how in many doctoral programs the
professors are “on pedestals” and not accessible to students in a personal way.
Application of theory to practice. Another part of the Brandman culture that is
innovative is the commitment to connecting theory to practice and providing students
with opportunities to create change in the organizations where they work. In describing
the transformational change project as a relevant opportunity to develop as a leader and
provide a benefit to the organization where a student works, White said, “I think that’s
one of our main attributes that is very innovative.”
360-degree feedback. Related to the importance of leading change within the
organization where they work, is the idea of engaging students in receiving feedback
from their constituents in order to grow their skills. The Transformational Leadership
Skills Inventory and 360-degree assessments, which are part of the program, provide all
students with feedback from the field. This is provided twice throughout the program
along with cohort mentor support in using the feedback. In describing the benefit to
students, White said, “You can see where your areas of strength are and where your areas
of development are, and then you can track your progress into your second year. So, I
think that those are some of the major innovations.”
Blended model. Another part of the innovation at Brandman is the blended
model developed in the doctoral program. The model is developed to balance
asynchronous class sessions and discussion boards with synchronous class sessions, and
in-person cohort meetings and immersions. Ainsworth said, “Traditional programs where
you have to drive to a location are dying. Plus the next generation are expecting a
different way of delivery.” He went on to say,
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You look at other doctoral programs that are online, I taught some at Brandman,
they never see the teacher’s face, or they never have a synchronous meeting.
Everything’s asynchronous. There’s something there that’s missing. And the
research on having virtual meetings basically anchor it, and face to face to begin
with, and periodically when you can getting people together. . . . I think this
modern, blended approach, doing the best of face to face, but the majority of the
coursework online, is what sets it apart from other programs.
Hiring practices. This commitment to nontraditional practices and innovation is
something that the program brings into hiring as well. Zeppos reflected on this:
And so that was something that I always used in hiring too. What are you going
to do to keep the students there? What are you going to do when a student is
struggling that maybe we’re not paying you for that extra time, that you’re going
to be able to still be there for that person? And it’s not like payment per se, but
where’s your heart lie? And that’s, that’s a tough thing, and I worried about it a
lot as the program grew because you don’t want to grow so fast that you lose
those kinds of people who are going to touch my students, because I don’t want
the faculty who is not going to care about my students in the program. That’s not
this program. So that was very much a part of the philosophy.
This culture of innovation was embedded in the original concept for the program
and was woven through all facets of the program design.
Historical Narrative Told by Peer Researcher
The next section of this chapter is the historical narrative of the evolution
of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership from 2013
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to 2017. It was developed by the peer researcher as part of this thematic study and is
included in this study to provide the reader the benefit of continuity. Sources cited in the
historical narrative told by the peer researcher are found in the reference section of that
complete study.
As a historical study, the narrative is told in the words of the key players of the
program who were identified as having been directly involved in the creation and
evolution of the doctoral program during the identified time frame. Study participants
include the founding dean of the school of education, interim dean/founding associate
dean of the school of education, full-time and adjunct faculty, adjunct cohort mentors,
and support staff. This study explores how key players continued to build and refine the
components of the doctoral program to ensure the inaugural class, eventually known as
the Alpha cohort, had the structures and resources available to complete the second year
of coursework and the dissertation process as well as the cohorts that followed.
Expanding and Refining the Team
The vision of a scholarly practitioner faculty. As identified in the data analysis
portion of this chapter, the faculty and staff who created the Brandman Doctoral Program
on Organizational Leadership viewed the human resource frame as having had the
greatest impact on the program’s evolution and success. To that point, the founding dean
of the school of education, Christine Zeppos, underscored the great care that was taken in
identifying team members for the expanding doctoral team to ensure that each was a good
fit in terms character and skill as a scholar practitioner. Zeppos noted that she was
ultimately seeking “people doing great work who have had that experience, being able to
also teach and really care about their students.” She explained these traits were “a huge
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part of the foundation of what I wanted in this doctorate and a huge part of the faculty
decision-making later on too.”
Historically, scholarly practitioners have not represented in the majority of
doctoral program faculty. Zeppos shared, “You can have tons of content experts that are
okay, but ones that are also good human beings that truly care about sharing their
experience and mentoring students at the same time, that doesn’t exist everywhere.”
Even in her own doctoral program experience at Arizona State University, Zeppos found
that scholar practitioners were rare, yet incredibly valuable to her development as a
practitioner:
It certainly didn’t exist within the other part of my doctoral program or with the
traditional faculty. Those were not the people that I was learning the most from.
Those were the people I was doing research with. There was certainly some value
in that, but not nearly as to what I was using in my administration career later on.
It was from the people that were the practitioners that were telling me valuable
advice and skills.
Personal experience to program concept. Based on her positive interaction with a
few highly skilled scholar practitioners, such as the provost of Arizona State University,
Zeppos came to deeply value the role of such professors in higher education. She
reflected,
That was a huge part of influence for me and really resonated throughout my
entire career. Everything that I’ve touched since then I wanted to duplicate that
feeling of, “Hey, here is the theory, but here how it applies to my job in running
the university.”
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Zeppos further explained, “Students have to feel that the professor understands their
practitioner role in order to really let [the theory] digest in a meaningful way.”
Although the Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership is a
hybrid program, with the majority of instruction occurring online, Zeppos, in partnership
with Patricia Clark White, embedded the program with distinctive elements that provide
the scholar practitioner experience for all students. Zeppos shared, “Really the
differentiator, your cohort meetings in the immersions . . . like I had with the provost at
ASU and the others . . . takes [the experience] to that next level of learning.” Zeppos
further explained the purpose and importance of the cohort mentors and immersion
experiences as hallmarks of the Brandman doctoral program:
So hopefully those experiences, the mentors that you’ve been able to make
through those face to face interactions have made [the learning] come to life . . .
your cohort and your cohort mentor and your immersions just make all of the
program truly unique.
Identifying a lead scholar practitioner. The first faculty member Zeppos hired to
help create the Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership was Patricia
Clark White, with whom Zeppos had been colleagues previously at Argosy University.
White recalled, “I came upon Argosy, and they had an opening. I applied for it, and I got
it. So, while there, I met Christine Zeppos, and so the two of us became very good
colleagues together and shared an office.” White went on to describe her work with
Zeppos: “We just hit it off immediately. We bounced ideas off of each other, and we
were very creative together and lots of raucous fun together. We kept coming up with
solutions to problems for Argosy.”
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Len Hightower described the connection between the Brandman program and La
Verne: “Pat got asked by Christine Zeppos to come and make [the doctoral program]
happen, right? Pat seized the opportunity, but she had a philosophy, she had a point of
view that she brought to it.” Hightower went on the note that White “also had a
framework in the La Verne program, so there was a starting point. They didn’t just make
this stuff up out of the air. It was like, okay, they took bits of that framework, the best of
it, and they brought it here. Then they added to it.”
Much of the La Verne framework served as a foundation for the program Zeppos
and White created, including the team they would build to implement this innovative
practitioner-focused doctoral program. White said,
After a certain point in time, they changed the program at La Verne, and there
was a change in leadership at La Verne. I loved La Verne. I really enjoyed my
whole time there, but when there was this change in the program and change in
the leadership, a number of us left. So, I was one who decided to leave rather
than to stay with the new system and the new people. So, I started looking around
for a position in Orange County.
White, a former associate dean/current interim dean of the Brandman School of
Education, explained that as she and Zeppos worked to hire the doctoral program team,
all potential faculty and staff “had to be service-oriented, service to students. They had to
really care about students. They had to put students first. That had to be top priority.”
White commented, “I needed to have scholars as well as practitioners. So, they had to be
both. . . . They had to be cutting edge. They had to be innovative and flexible in their
approaches.” White explained that potential faculty and staff had to be

181

willing to be very generous with themselves, generous with their time, generous
with their resources, generous in helping each other, people who could really
function well as a team, who could model all the things that we were trying to
teach in transformational leadership. And I think we got them.
Defining the model scholar practitioner. As the Brandman doctoral program
moved into its second cohort and beyond, the faculty and staff also grew in number. In
order to ensure that the program retained its original focus of being a student-centered
practitioner program, the leadership carefully selected each new team member and
ensured that the expectations of the character and focus of those who would be part of the
team were clearly communicated to all. Jeffrey Lee, full-time doctoral program faculty
member, referred to the desired traits of a Brandman doctoral program team member as a
particular DNA. Lee explained,
What does that DNA look like? It’s somebody who is student-centered, who is
compassionate, relationship focused, who is, at the end of it all, is going to be
firm and hold the rigor of the program, hold the students responsible to meet those
rigors.
However, Lee also clarified, “It doesn’t mean that it’s very cut throat, it’s not like you get
a C, little feedback, here you go. It’s done with a very positive mindset, a growth mindset
if you will . . . we are there to help the students succeed.”
Myrna Cote, Brandman doctoral program adjunct instructor and cohort mentor
explained,
This program, using practitioners partnered with researchers, I believe it gives the
students an incredible opportunity to be mentored not only on large issues, but
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also on, “What do I do if this teacher doesn’t like me?’ Or something, you know?
‘How do I handle this?”
Cote explained the benefit to students: “They can be mentored or assisted by someone
who’s actually been there, and to me that makes this program just so completely different
and so worthwhile.” Laurie Goodman, Brandman cohort mentor, outlined the traits
required of a successful Brandman doctoral program faculty or staff member, noting the
importance of their “level of expertise, innovative planning, empathy, availability to
students, [and] connecting to students.”
Appeal of the scholar practitioner role. Keith Larick, professor and quality
review lead in the Brandman doctoral program, explained that he was drawn to the
program because of its practitioner focus. Having previously taught as a full-time faculty
member in the University of La Verne’s EdD program, Larick was familiar with the
value of the practitioner model. He explained that he came to Brandman
at a point where La Verne got off point. Both their chancellor and their president
had said, “We are not going to hire any more professors in the program that are
practitioners. We want PhDs.” We explained that was a serious, serious mistake.
Their program went from 100 in each group down to about 25 very quickly.
Although Larick tried to redirect the La Verne program back toward a practitioner
model, he was unable to convince the university leadership. Larick recalled,
I met with the president three or four times and laid out, “Here’s what I think
needs to be done.” She chose not to listen, so I quit. Pat had already quit before
that. Then later, Dr. DeVore quit and came over here.
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Larick went on to explain that several other faculty members from the La Verne program
made the same decision to leave that program due to its divergence from the practitioner
model. Larick noted, “All those people basically are people we pulled out of the La
Verne program,” to join the newly created, practitioner-focused Brandman doctoral
program, which had the same practitioner focus and commitment to student success they
had once loved at La Verne. Hightower noted that due to their prior affiliation with the
La Verne EdD program, many of the core faculty and planning team members of the
Brandman EdD program had a common framework upon which to build. He continued,
“They took that program, those ingredients, those ideas, and they just took them to a
whole new level. But they did that because that’s what was in their heart to do.”
Attracting the right team. Larick was not alone in his appreciation of the
practitioner-focused doctoral program model. As the faculty team was expanded, a
commitment to the model directly influenced the selection process. Larick noted that the
faculty understood the power of the scholarly practitioner model and wanted to
implement such a model across the program. To that end, Larick reflected,
Dr. Lee and Dr. Guzman were brought in because of their expertise and research.
As a whole it was prior experience, same thing was true, was all of the cohort
mentors and others that are really grounded in a lot of experience.
Jeffrey Lee explained his transition away from a full-time faculty position at
another university, noting the unique composition and capacity of the Brandman team.
He shared, “One thing that’s a differentiator, a separator from this program and other
programs, is that there’s a group of like-minded individuals that are not afraid to take
risks. And that’s something special about this group of people.” Lee further elaborated
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on the strength of the team: “It’s that we know what needs to be done and we know that
sometimes we’re short staffed or the workload appears to be impossible sometimes” Lee
explained that this is why “you really need to have a very high functioning team that
works well together. And I think the innovation part of it is really important.” Similarly,
Cote reflected on her time as a doctoral student at USC, and noted that although she
learned a great deal and was challenged there, the disconnect between her professors who
had never led educational institutions, and her needs as a doctoral student serving as an
educational leader were not always met. She explained, “I would say things like, ‘But in
the real world, this is the way that occurs,’ and that went nowhere.”
Establishing doctoral program norms. One of the hallmarks of the Brandman
doctoral faculty and staff is an unwavering commitment to student success, which is
relationally driven. Brandman doctoral program student support is time intensive to
provide, yet the faculty and staff readily provide this level of support that produces
exceptional doctoral program completion rates. Lee noted, “I think I can say this for
most faculty and adjuncts and cohort mentors that they don’t put a dollar sign to it, they
don’t put number of hours to it. It’s whatever it takes.” Lee also noted the readiness with
which students learn to embrace the support offered them. Lee explained, “I think
students struggle sometimes and the first thing they do is they pick up their phone and
call the cohort mentor, who is like their lifeline.” Lee further commented that this
commitment is
for lack of better words, that DNA, that cohort mentors and instructors and
adjuncts and administration who are affiliated with this program [have]. There’s
is just that common non-negotiable way to be, that way to act, the way to live as
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someone who’s associated with this program. And those are kind of the attributes
that I would say are at the core of somebody who’s a full-time faculty in this
program.
Former EdD Program Manager Maris Alanis shared a similar sentiment about the
Brandman doctoral team’s passion for excellence, saying,
They want this to be the best program in the country. If there’s something that we
need to change, even if it’s daunting work and even if it’s going to cause a lot of
people to work through the summers.
She continued, “I’ve never been a part of something like that, but we have a great team”
(Alanis).
Intrinsic motivation vs. extrinsic. Tenure is not offered at Brandman, which
means that faculty members must remain fully engaged and productive to retain their
full-time position with the university. Even so, the Brandman doctoral program was able
to attract faculty away from tenured full-time positions because of their desire to be part
of this innovative work. Alan Enomoto, associate dean and associate professor in the
Brandman School of Education noted that the core faculty came from tenured positions in
order to “take a lot of the best parts of [a] program, which they helped create years ago
and to make it even better . . . that’s the beauty of it.”
Course correcting the norms. Larick noted that as members were added to the
team, there was not always adherence to the faculty norms. He recalled, “We had issues
in the beginning where people would come to a meeting, open up their computer and be
busy on their computer while we were having the discussion.” He explained how this
violation of the team’s operating norms was addressed: “So, we had some real hard talks
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about you don’t come and multitask, you bring your full attention to that meeting or don’t
come to the meeting” (Larick).
Improved norming also occurred within the team as a result of intentional and
broadened professional development efforts. In alignment with the WASC/EER
recommendation that the doctoral program team more fully and regularly engage the
adjunct faculty in program planning and revision processes (see Appendix N), the three
annual professional development (PD) days held the day prior to each of the three
immersions became an incredible source of collaboration and inclusion for the team.
Multiple adjunct faculty members and cohort mentors who were interviewed as part of
this study noted the unique and welcoming culture these PD days developed among the
tenured and adjunct team members that enabled them to function effectively together.
Reflecting upon the solidarity and cohesiveness of the doctoral team, DeVore observed,
“I just think you could do the same thing with another group of people and not have
anything near the Brandman program. I think it’s about the people and having the right
people and having people that have shared values, not the same mindset, but the shared
values about what’s important.”
Focus on Fit: Skills and Experience
As the doctoral faculty and staff expanded over time, great emphasis was placed
on identifying those who were a good fit for the program, particularly in terms of skill
and prior experience. Larick explained that being on the Brandman doctoral team was
appealing to leaders from many fields because “no matter what job, whatever way,
leaders are teachers. If you’re not teaching, you really aren’t going to be a good leader.
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That’s part of what I think brought most of us here is our commitment to teaching.”
Larick continued,
Whether you’re in a corporate sector or whether it’s a superintendent, you’re a
teacher. My change [was] from being a sixth-grade teacher to students to a
principal, teaching teachers, parents and kids, to an assistant superintendent, to a
superintendent, where my classroom is the entire community.
Larick explained the criteria for new Brandman doctoral team members: “For the entire
core faculty, it was experience. For most of us experienced in the field and prior
experience teaching at the university. So, bringing both of those together, looking at it as
really practitioners.” Larick also noted,
The opportunity to teach in a doctoral program and work with adults the way we
are doing is a phenomenal one. And we’ve got more people, unbelievable amount
of people who would like to be doing what we’re doing that we cannot
accommodate, which is a good thing.
True to their intent, the doctoral team was able to attract additional members with
exceptional leadership accomplishments. Many of the core faculty, adjunct faculty, and
cohort mentors have experience as assistant superintendents, superintendents, or highlevel state education positions. They also have earned a doctorate themselves, and many
had prior experience teaching at the doctoral level. The team members themselves noted
the importance of their previous leadership experience to their success in the doctoral
program. For example, Ryder shared of her previous role as a superintendent, “I think
it’s important that I was able to see the big picture, and be able to use the tenants in the
program to be able to bring that to the instructional team.” Likewise, Pendley referred to
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his previous career saying, “I tell students I’m a retired superintendent, like a lot of my
colleagues are. This is my retirement hobby. This is what I do. It’s what I like to do.”
Additional faculty members shared similar stories. Hightower noted the
importance of his prior professional experience focused on leadership development. He
explained,
I have spent about 35 years in higher education in various capacities, mostly about
20 plus years in senior administration, and then of course I kind of worked my
way up over the years. Along the way, I always taught on an adjunct basis.
Goodman similarly explained that she was invited to the Brandman doctoral program as a
cohort mentor because of having “almost 30 years in education, and being a Deputy
Superintendent and a Superintendent. Also, I have a doctorate, and I’ve worked in higher
education for 23 years.” She explained the benefit of her prior experience:
Those experiences, make me able to answer questions and do more effective
mentoring and direction for students in the program, as well as have empathy for
some of their day to day jobs as well as the journey of getting their doctorate.
Team members with widely varied backgrounds found their rich experiences
helpful to navigating the terrain of the doctoral program during its formative stages.
Ainsworth noted that in addition to his career in K-12 education, other professional
experiences had also helped prepare him for a successful role at Brandman. He noted,
Certainly, having been the equivalent of a cohort mentor at La Verne was hugely
important because I was able to come over here and do the cohort mentor and
probably was among a few others, kind of the early examples of how to do it.
That really helped me with that.
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Furthermore, he explained, “I think the other part was my political background. Working
in state capitol for 16 years helped me understand about higher ed and the different
cultures in the higher ed system.”
The doctoral program leadership team’s commitment to engaging highly
experienced professionals extended to the doctoral program specialist role as well.
Alanis said of her role,
I had 10 years of administrator experience in higher education. At the time I had
an MBA and I was wrapping up my master’s in education, and I had a lot of
experience in dealing with the administrivia and the community, and so they just
thought it was the right fit.
Alanis went on to say that she was able to succeed in her role managing much of the
program logistics for the newly launched doctoral program due to “having that
organizational leadership experience and having the knowledge to be able to look at areas
of opportunity for processes and getting them to work harmoniously.” Because none
existed previously, Alanis had to develop all the infrastructure and all the processes
during first year. She recalled, “We were literally creating them, and implementing them,
and then course correcting every single day.”
Focus on Fit: Commitment to Leadership Development in Self and Students
A second element identified as critical for members joining the doctoral team over
time was the commitment to continual transformational leadership development, both
personally and with students. Larick shared that he was motivated to come to Brandman
to
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continue to make a contribution, to lead a legacy of leaders who are out in the
field, still doing good things, who then would leave a legacy for more so that what
we had in mind about leadership would continue.
He noted that the role of a superintendent is one of being a teacher, and as such, is an
excellent precursor to serving in a university. Being a superintendent, Larick said,
gives you such an opportunity to truly change in a deep way lives not only of
kids, but the people who work there and to shift an entire community. That’s a
very special opportunity. Not many people get to do that.
Having been a superintendent as well as having taught at the university level since 1980,
Larick developed a wealth of practitioner experience and scholarly expertise to share with
future generations of leaders.
Such a commitment to internal as well as external transformational leadership was
a crucial attribute of all Brandman doctoral program faculty and staff. Lee noted, “I look
around the room and I see cohort mentors and adjuncts at professional development day
and everybody is just so eager and hungry to do two things: to support one another, but
also to be a lifelong learner.” Lee noted the selfless commitment of the faculty,
explaining, “I really admire some of the instructors and cohort mentors in the program
who can live a very comfortable retirement life, but yet they’ve taken interest in the
students, but they’ve also taken interest in their ongoing growth.” Lee also noted that the
personal transformation was not always easy for these seasoned veterans. He described
the faculty as “people that’ve been retired for a while, eager coming to learn about Zoom
and breakout rooms and different ways to teach because they’ve never taught that way
before.”
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Lee attributed the passion for learning and self-development to the quality of the
individuals involved and their relationships with one another, saying “the relational piece
of it and the people piece of it is really important. But it’s the mindset of, we’re in it for
the students and we’re in it to learn ourselves that makes this program so special.”
Similarly, Cote reflected,
The relationships and the support and the friendships have been critical. When
you see all of us who are retired, we thought, from hard work, most of us are
retired, where we led the innovation, spending as much time as we are trying to
ensure that the next group will be able to do that. I really think that’s been critical
to the development, selecting the right people to do that to help students along
that way.
DeVore shared a similar sentiment, saying the human resource element of the program
that focuses on the human condition is a great strength. He additionally noted, “I’ve
never been in an organization . . . with so many people that are like-minded about service
and student focus.”
Developing transformational leaders. In the Brandman doctoral program,
transformational leaders develop future transformational leaders. Len Hightower, former
full-time faculty in the doctoral program noted that although the hybrid model of the
program is not unique to Brandman, the power of the program’s model is the way in
which the commitment to transformational leadership is lived out. Hightower
commended the faculty’s “commitment to personal growth . . . commitment to really
insisting the students take an honest look at themselves and really try to begin to see
where they can change and possibly need to change.” Hightower further explained, “The
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students experience that, and you see that in students. Literally, I see people’s lives
changing, and that blows you away. That is not typical at all, not at all.” Hightower
noted that the personal transformation experienced by Brandman doctoral students is not
a traditional doctoral program outcome. He explained, “I went through my own doctoral
experience, and I’ve taught in other doctoral programs. No, it’s really rare.” However,
Hightower noted that in the Brandman program such transformation “is more of a norm.
It’s this environment. It’s the milieu that’s been created. Wow, what’s in the air here?
It’s not a mistake, it’s all these ingredients have been put together in a certain way to
promote that.”
When reflecting on his most memorable experiences in the Brandman doctoral
program, Hightower cited those students who have embraced the program and their own
experience of transformation “in a fearless sort of very courageous way, kind of let
themselves be open to new ways of seeing and thinking, and new ways of viewing
themselves. It just kept right on through the dissertation.” Unlike other doctoral
programs that typically do not promote a depth of personal and professional
transformation, Hightower noted the importance of such learning in the Brandman
program. He explained his philosophy as a professor: “What I really want to know is you
have developed the capacity for learning. . . . I really want you to learn about you and not
to be afraid.” Hightower continued, “Because guess what, we’re all messed up. We all
have flaws.” He then summarized his point by saying:
You don’t need to be like anybody else. You’re who you are, but you need to
figure out what your next step is in the learning. If you really want to be in
leadership and stay in leadership, that’s what’s going to keep you there. It’s not
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the latest technique. You need to know those things, but it’s your capacity to be
self-effacing and to have courage about that, and to acknowledge, “I don’t know. I
need your help.” Wow, okay if you can do that, then you get to be a leader.
Right?
Again, it was noted that the student leadership development focus of the
Brandman doctoral program originated from the philosophy and model of Tom Harvey at
the University of La Verne. Hightower noted that the Brandman program is designed to
produce transformation. He explained,
It isn’t just my idea. I stepped into their idea. It was already running. It was
already there, part of it. It was a part that [Tom] Harvey wanted [at La Verne],
but Harvey was so critical of the students sometimes that he didn’t let people get
to the point of that honesty.
Hightower noted that, conversely, Pat White and Keith Larick understood the core of
Harvey’s model. When he considers the Brandman model, Hightower said he thinks,
“Oh, okay, so this is the personal development side that was missing in that La Verne
program in some respects. They married those two things together.”
Academic challenges. Doctoral program faculty and staff continued to refine
their focus on the type of student that would benefit most from the doctoral program.
Larick recalled, “The very first year we started, we personally, personally, face-to-face
interviewed all 120 people that enrolled.” Larick noted that while it became logistically
impossible for the core faculty to conduct intake interviews for more than 100 candidates
per year, the intake process was still crucial. He underscored the importance of them
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continually: “Asking the question, ‘Are these the kind of people we want?’ Not skillwise, but the kind of people who we think will fit into what we want to do at Brandman.”
That being said, casting a wider recruitment net than most doctoral programs
came with inherent challenges, namely the need to ensure that students could meet the
requirements of doctoral-level writing. Hightower shared, “I can think of a number of
students who have gone through this program were I’m going, ‘Oh my god, I don’t know
if they’re going to make it,’ because the writing skills aren’t there.” However, Hightower
concluded that writing skills were not the final determinant of doctoral program success.
Instead, he noted that he knew students were the right fit by
their heart and determination, it’s just off the charts. It’s like, wow, amazing.
Anyone can learn to write, you really can. It’s a lot of work if you haven’t done it
before, but you’ll get there. You’ll get there, just keep going for it.
Focus on Building and Maintaining Relationships
The Brandman EdD program was created upon a foundation of relationship and
mutual respect. From the strong rapport between founding dean, Christine Zeppos, and
founding associate dean, Patricia Clark White, grew the highly successful and innovative
doctoral program in organizational leadership. DeVore explained, “That is where it
started and then Chris [Zeppos] hired Pat [Clark White] in that process and Pat is a
transformational leader. Pat is highly relational.” DeVore continued,
I would work with Pat anywhere, any place, anytime, anywhere, anytime, no
matter where it is, and I think she’d say the same for me. She’d probably say the
same thing. We’re very different people but we have very strong values about
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people and this program, programs like this, and where we come from. We value
people, no matter who they are.
In a similar vein, DeVore shared his sentiment about the relational culture Zeppos had
created in the doctoral program. He explained,
Dean Zeppos developed a culture of trust with us, developed a culture of risk
taking with us, developed a culture of “I’ve got your back and I’ll do anything I
can to get you resources to support you,” with us, developed a culture of strong
communication channels and developed a culture of strong relationship.
This foundation of respect and trust flowed into all other aspects of the doctoral program,
strengthening relationships with members of the team, student body, and external
partners.
The impact of trust. A trusting environment leads to openness and allows teams
to glean the best contribution from each member. White explained,
When we go to, for example, a professional development day, and we don’t have
a closed operation where we say, “Okay, this is the program. Listen up. This is the
way it’s going to be. We have it in concrete now because it’s working.” . . . We
open ourselves up.
She went on to explain that instead of telling the team how things will be, the team
instead asks questions such as “Okay, so what books have you read lately? What’s out
there? What’s perking out there? What should we be thinking about? What are the
trends?” In so doing, the core faculty collaborates with and involves the entire team in
the process of creating what goes on and what goes forward. White noted,
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We listen to them and we act on what we hear. . . . That influences their trust, and
it influences them to be better scholars and be out there looking and thinking and
reading so that, when we open ourselves, we come back and we hear the best and
latest ideas.
Prior relationships. As is common practice during the entrepreneurial phase of
any organization, Zeppos and White recruited leaders for the doctoral program they were
creating from those with whom they had worked in the past. Pendley observed, “It’s not
unusual to go to a horse you know can run.” He explained,
Dr. Larick was somebody we had worked with. Dr. Devore is somebody we had
worked with. Dr. Ryder had not been a faculty member with us over there, but
she was somebody who got her degree [at La Verne] and had known Dr. White.
Likewise, DeVore shared, “Marilou and I have known each other for a long time, long
before Brandman. . . . Keith and I go back 30 plus years. Pat and I go back 30 plus
years.”
DeVore also noted that several of the Brandman doctoral faculty were doctoral
students at La Verne during the years he taught in that program, such as Patrick
Ainsworth, Cindy Petersen, and Marilou Ryder. DeVore explained, “All of those were
my students, and many others of them, so we’re steeped with one another as far as
relationship and they all are positive, so that’s a good thing.” Larick recalled,
And then ultimately Dr. DeVore came in. He did the same thing as Dr. White,
myself, we left [La Verne]. DeVore [left] for other kinds of reasons, but that was
a very natural fit. That was probably the easiest [addition to the team], again
because we’d known each other so long.
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Larick noted the distinct benefit of having been able to leverage such strong players to
build the all-star Brandman doctoral program faculty: “Prior acquaintance, prior
relationship, prior work together helped bring the team together faster than it might
otherwise.”
Professional networks. In addition to leveraging their prior professional
relationships to build the doctoral program faculty, many of the key players also
leveraged their membership in professional networks to help design the program and
recruit excellent students. Froehlich explained, “People’s relationships influenced the
evolution of the program…it has to do with the contacts and relationships that most of
these people have had in the past.” She further explained the importance of those
networks in developing the program and getting it approved. Froehlich noted,
This goes back to the advisory boards that they had at the beginning and the input
that they had from these current or past leaders on what was really needed within
their districts, within their areas, and type of leaders that were needed.
She further explained that due to the strong rapport the team had with the advisory
boards, they were able to demonstrate both the need and the desire for a transformational
change program, and, therefore successfully advocate to launch the program.
Student recruitment was also benefitted by the faculty’s connections to
professional networks. Froehlich explained that the relationships with professional
organizations have helped the team to bring “the right people into this program.” Zeppos
noted that her affiliation with Association of California Community College
Administrators (ACCCA) was an opportunity to connect with potential doctoral students.
Likewise, Larick noted, “Part of what both Dr. White and I brought is our connections
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from the superintendents’ organizations and connections statewide to touch people to get
them here.” These connections were so successful in fact, that the inaugural doctoral
class was more than four times the anticipated size. Larick noted, “It was an elegant
problem, but it was a problem.”
Building new relationships. Not all Brandman doctoral program faculty and
staff were prior acquaintances. Over time, the team identified areas of need that required
a more traditional hiring to target candidates with very specific skills. The resultant
broadened network provided greater diversity within the team while retaining focus on a
critical shared trait. To that point, DeVore shared,
The folks that we brought into the program, the cohort mentors, the adjunct, the
faculty, they come from lots of different places but I think they have brought that
strong relational [focus] and a feeling of trust. They want to do what’s best for
[students].
Larick noted that they became more of a team each time a new member was added. He
recalled, “When Dr. Hightower was added, [he] added a new dimension to the program
and he came from entirely different perspective. And there was some rub from that
perspective initially when he came into the program that resolved over time.”
Similarly, Pendley noted that Jeffrey Lee was not a personal acquaintance of the
team when he was hired to teach research courses, and he supported the inclusion of
healthy differences. Pendley noted, “I think it’s important that not all of the people that
you bring in be personally connected. You need other people and other perspectives that
come from different places.” He further explained that the doctoral team has been “a
combination of people that Dr. White was familiar with and brought into the program,
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and also other people who had specific expertise that the program needed. I think it’s
been a good balance over time.” Similarly elaborating on the importance of healthy
diverse relationship development, Hightower noted,
You’ve got to build up the goodwill, because there are days and times [when]
you’re going to need that person to really step out and be really honest with you,
or to take on a challenge. If you don’t have the relationship in place, it’s not going
to happen.
Relationships with students. The Brandman investment in relationships extends
to adjunct faculty and students as well. Pendley asserted, “The relationship between the
staff and the students is another hallmark of what we do that’s just different.
Intentionally different, but it’s different than what I experienced or what I’ve seen.” He
acknowledged the existence of a distinction between staff and students, but noted that on
a personal level there is no distinction. Similarly, Osborne noted, “The core faculty have
built this culture of trust. So, then people like me who work part time, we’re not afraid to
be vocal with them or to be honest or to tell them things.” Additionally, she noted the
level of trust built with students, saying, “The students are not afraid to say, ‘Hey, this
really stunk or this was really good.’”
Guzman noted, “We’re about relationships. If somebody asks me that question,
‘What is the Brandman doctoral program really about?’ I would say, ‘At the core of it is
relationships, definitely.’” These relationships developed between students and faculty
extend beyond graduation. Guzman shared, “We have alumni that are involved in our
program and continue to help, help it grow. We’ve had alumni actually take on, either
become employees at Brandman and continue that, with whether it be with the marketing
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piece or with the recruitment piece.” Likewise, Goodman noted that the doctoral students
“just become like one big family. The family’s going on 500, so it’s a huge family. Over
time, they know that they can call on the Core faculty team. They can call on their
Cohort mentors.” She continued,
I still work very closely with my Alphas and my Betas. It’s been so many years. I
went to an Alpha reunion this summer, so I think that that has helped us find the
value in the program, continue with the relationship part of it.
Even as the program expands, the founding leaders work to retain and sustain the
Brandman family. Zeppos shared that she regretted not getting to know the later classes
as well as the first few. She explained,
I know the first three classes pretty darn well because not only did I interview a
lot of them, I spent more time at immersion with them and it was really very
important to me that I get to know these folks as much as possible.
Zeppos also noted that sustaining the relationships is “why we do the dessert and drinks
for graduation at my house, which is why I would go to every Immersion. I just think
those relationships and those conversations hopefully keep that family together.”
Focus on Fit: Process for Evaluating and Refining the Team
As in all organizations, over time it becomes apparent that not all team members
are the right fit. The participants of this study reflected on the intentionality with which
all team members were evaluated over time and then transitioned out of the organization
if they were found to be out of alignment with the guiding values, principles, or culture of
the program. Larick described challenges within the initial core faculty:
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In the beginning it was a little bit of a struggle. There was so few of us, and that
initially a couple of people wanted roles bigger than what they were given, under
one case went behind another’s back to try to advocate for a different role and that
backfired.
He explained,
That person was removed from the doctoral program and given assignment
elsewhere in the university. So, we made very clear by the actions we took and
behaviors that this was going to be a team that cared about one another and it’s
worked.
Norming with cohort mentors. In some instances, cohort mentors did not fit
well with the culture of the team. Ryder explained that the initial set of cohort mentors
were chosen by White because she knew them: “She knew that they were people that
were not gotcha people, not negative people. They were positive scholars and were going
to be of that mindset, so that was really key in the development of this program.” Ryder
noted that White was confident that those mentors would skillfully implement her vision.
However, Ryder noted that there were other hires that were made when White could not
locate a prior acquaintance and in some instances these cohort mentors were not a good
fit. Ryder attributed the difficulty to the mentors’ lack of connection with White. Ryder
explained, “They didn’t have that vision [of] the way she wanted the program to run in a
positive way, very supportive for students, so they didn’t stay with us.” Similarly,
Ainsworth noted, “Over time the weak instructors got sorted out, and the weak cohort
mentors kind of got pushed to the side. They weren’t re-employed. It’s kind of like in
and out.” Ainsworth further clarified, “People got phased out. In some cases, they got let
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go, and deservingly so. If they’re not doing the right thing for students then they got let
go. I think that’s really important.”
In this study, the most commonly cited criteria for a successful cohort mentor was
a focus on serving and supporting students thoroughly. Lee commented, “Not everyone’s
a perfect fit. We’ve had cohort mentors that have been let go before because they didn’t
have that core DNA that jives with the rest of the folks in the program.” He explained,
“Sometimes [it is] trial by error, but I think after five or six years we’ve got it pretty well
dialed in where cohort mentors are very philosophically aligned with what the program
stands for.” Lee noted that this has not always been the case. He noted that there have
been “one or two that have come along where we’re just like, ‘We’re done after this term.
We’re going to have a new cohort mentor for your cohort.’ But for the most part it’s very
well selected individuals to take on some of those roles.”
The challenges of adjunct faculty. Ainsworth noted that Hightower did well in
identifying and onboarding adjuncts. Ainsworth also shared a story of an adjunct hired
from USC who was ultimately not a good fit. Ainsworth explained that the sudden loss
of the instructor “caused me a lot of difficulty, but I spend more time now making sure
the adjuncts know what’s expected of them. As they’re hired, I keep track of them. I
check in with them.” He further noted, “Just making sure that they feel welcome is really
important. . . . We’re making sure we put the right people in those cohorts because it
takes a certain amount of skill and maturity to do that.”
The process of identifying the right candidates and discreetly exiting those who
do not fit has also evolved over time. Enomoto noted that although he has observed
changes in the adjunct faculty over time, many of the adjustments have been very subtle.
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He explained that occasionally there may have been someone involved with the program
who is longer invited to be involved. He noted,
They want to make sure that the instructors . . . are as good as they can get, and
someone that’s student centered, and if they’re not or if they don’t reply to people
when they have questions on emails and such, they probably aren’t going to be
invited back.
Transformational Change Leadership
Theoretical Framework: Change Leader’s Roadmap
The Brandman University doctoral program in organizational leadership utilizes
the theoretical framework of transformational change as its foundation. More
specifically, the doctoral program uses the change leader’s roadmap model by Ackerman
Anderson and Anderson (2010). After the first year of the doctoral program, the
Brandman core faculty invited the Andersons to speak about transformational change at
immersion. Although the doctoral program could only afford to pay for the authors’
travel expenses, the Andersons graciously agreed to the speaking engagement, which has
continued annually ever since. The partnership with the Andersons continued to evolve
over the years and led to the doctoral program awarding them both honorary doctorates in
2017. Larick summarized the partnership with the Andersons by saying, “So, we’ve kind
of married them into the program. . . . Linda has a great perspective on transformational
leadership as applies to most of our students.”
A Vision of Producing Transformational Leaders
In alignment with Brandman’s focus on providing a practitioner-focused degree in
organizational leadership, the doctoral program utilizes the transformational change
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project (TCP) as a core learning experience. Keith Larick explained that the purpose of
the TCP was to demonstrate mastery of key concepts, theories, and skills. He elaborated,
“Rather than having that bridge of compensatory exams we get across, this was a hands
on practice to actually demonstrate we’ve gained some skills and could do it out in the
field.” To that end, doctoral program literature explains the TCP as follows:
To integrate change theory into real world settings and provide an opportunity for
clinical practice, each student will design, implement, and assess a
Transformational Change Project (TCP), which will be operationalized in a real
organization. The Transformational Change Project will be introduced and
explored in various courses throughout the program, beginning with the first
course, EDOL 700 Transformational Leadership. Field-based assignments in
which students begin to work on projects and deliverables that will be used in
their second year TCP will spiral through every content course in their first year
(see Appendix O).
As a foundation to their learning about transformational change, students begin exploring
their vision for leadership as well as their strengths and weaknesses in EDOL 700. To
that end, students participate in the Transformational Leadership Skills Inventory (TLSi;
see Appendix P) during their fall immersion of the first year. Students also develop a
leadership vision statement (see Appendix Q) and are introduced to the Transformational
Change Leaders Portfolio (see Appendix R), which they will create over the course of the
2-year program.
The promotional literature goes on to explain that in the second year, doctoral
students implement the TCP in their identified organization as part of a 16-week

205

fieldwork course titled Transformational Change Field Experiences (EDOL 780).
Students will then reflect upon their learning as part of the course titled The Leader as
Change Agent (EDOL 724). Finally, during their spring immersion of the second year,
“students will participate in a Transformational Change Symposium, in which they will
present their findings, implications for practice, and recommendations for further
research.” Larick explained,
Actually, the change project has evolved over time, the analysis portion and how
we bring that together. But that’s probably the biggest piece and the biggest
difference between what we’re doing and most other universities, particularly as
you have that bridge to beyond.
Larick further noted that the TCP did not originate at Brandman, but rather,
That idea actually came also from La Verne, because in that program students had
to do six mini change projects from their own work. And ultimately there we
decided six was too many, it was cut to three. And so, what we have now at
Brandman we have one big Transformational Change Project.
Transformational Change Project (TCP)
The TCP is an innovative structure designed to assist students in learning to lead
change efforts in their own organizations and beyond. Noting the project’s importance to
the overall success of the doctoral program, during the interviews for this study, faculty
and staff used terms such as linchpin and backbone. Core faculty member Jeffrey Lee
described the TCP as an opportunity for students to “test out some of the skills they’ve
learned. How to assemble a team, engaging stakeholders, and perhaps there’s conflict,
how do you work through conflict, how do you build a team.” He went on to explain the
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structure of the TCP model as one where students are given “time and space to develop
their TCP, to work under the direction of your cohort mentor. So, it’s guided practice.”
The importance of the structure is that each student engages in real transformational
change “but it’s also a very safe environment. It’s like sandbox time, where you go and
field test the theories you learned.” Lee noted that the structured practice of
transformational change is critical to the development of the doctoral students “because
the next time you do it, you won’t have the support of cohort mentors. You’re doing it in
your organization without a TCP assignment and infrastructure. You’re doing it for
real.” Similarly, cohort mentor and adjunct faculty member, Phil Pendley noted the
benefit of students having the opportunity to practice implementing a transformational
change “in a living breathing real organization and experience the good stuff that can
happen and the not so good stuff that can happen. That’s a tremendous experience.”
One of the many benefits of the Brandman TCP is the personalized guidance each
student is provided along the way. Lee likened the TCP to Vygotsky’s theory of the zone
of proximal development, saying that students are taught to implement transformational
change at a level and in an environment that is challenging but also safe. He described it
as an experience,
Where you can optimize your learning to really maybe push the envelope of the
upper end of that zone to try some crucial conversations that you’ve never tried
before, to really have feedback and guidance from your cohort mentor. . . . That is
very intentional in terms of helping students learn and use those transformational
leadership skills.
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Developing a Faculty of Transformational Leaders
Although most cohort mentors had only a superficial understanding of
transformational change theory when the doctoral program launched, over time their
understanding of transformational change and ability to effectively guide students
through the transformational change process evolved. Likewise, transformational change
theory and practice became more deeply embedded in the overall structure of the
program. Patrick Ainsworth reflected on the evolution of transformation change within
the doctoral program, “I think it is talked about at every professional development
meeting. The word is used all the time. . . . We get prompts at professional development
about transformational change that we have to use to discuss or to figure out something.”
Ainsworth further noted, “I think that is always a central organizer that keeps people
focused on what we’re about.”
Although the TCP was an original component of the doctoral program, its
significance and prominence within and throughout the program intensified. Ainsworth
explained, “In the beginning I think the most successful element [of the doctoral
program] was the immersions. I actually think the most successful important thing [now]
is the TCP because it’s included in so many courses.” Likewise, former Doctoral
Program Specialist Maris Alanis commented, “I think the most successful element is that
there isn’t one or two classes that are built around transformational change, it’s like the
entire program is looked at under that lens, which is very powerful for our students.”
Defining Transformational Change
Founding associate dean of the Brandman School of Education, Patricia Clark
White, reflected on the initial challenge the cohort mentors faced in guiding students
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through the transformational change project. She recalled, “At first, we had to really
explain the difference between transformational change, transactional change,
incremental change.” White surmised that many cohort mentors were initially willing to
approve transactional-level projects “because they hadn’t really had a lot of people
experience transformational change.”
Marilou Ryder explained the process the faculty underwent to clarify the role of
the TCP throughout the coursework. Ryder explained that within the last 3 years, the
faculty created a map to outline the core learning objectives of each of the TCP
components that are addressed in each course and their connections to one another.
Laurie Goodman elaborated on the evolutionary development of the TCP:
It started with just the TCP. The TCP was the project, and there were
assignments that helped [students] understand . . . the requirements of the TCP
and the change leader’s roadmap. It was one aspect in the beginning, at the
Alphas and Betas. Now, it’s infused in everything they do.
Goodman noted that in the early years, the program did not typically begin by explaining
how the student will be transformed as a leader through the doctoral program experience.
They introduced the leadership 360-degree evaluation at the first immersion as well as
the leadership development plan, “but they didn’t talk about that you’re going to be
transformed from the day one,” said Goodman.
In contrast, Goodman reflected that transformational change is “just part of the
vernacular of everything that’s part of Brandman, that this is transformational.”
Similarly, Carlos Guzman noted that the faculty’s focus on transformational change has
extended beyond their teaching to guiding their behavior as transformational leaders
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themselves. Guzman reflected, “We’re about transformational change. . . . We’re
mindful of the students that we serve and I think as a transformational leader, you need to
be mindful of the people that you serve.”
In the same vein, during the interviews for this study, faculty and cohort mentors
frequently referenced their own evolution as transformational leaders through their
experiences in the Brandman doctoral program. Faculty member Patrick Ainsworth
explained that the program “challenges the staff to look at themselves to be, how are you
transforming yourself? Because a lot of us are old you know, or we’re retired, quite a
few of us.” He reflected that the faculty and staff of the Brandman doctoral program
“walk the walk of transformational leadership . . . work in a collaborative team . . . work
together for the common good.” Ainsworth further noted, “I think most of the people
that are in the program or working this program do it because it’s transformational to
them and they want to keep growing and transforming. . . . I want to keep growing, and
contributing, and doing.” Additionally, Ainsworth observed, “Over time that idea of
transformation has magnified or amplified where it becomes even more important both at
a personal level and an organization level.”
Improving Student Understanding of Transformational Change
Greater clarity of transformational change has better enabled faculty and cohort
mentors to guide students through the TCP progress. Pendley explained, “We’ve gotten
better at communicating what transformational change looks like.” He clarified that
instructors and mentors are now adept at guiding students in refining their TCP work: “If
they don’t address beliefs, if they don’t address culture, if they don’t address behavior, if
all of those [transformational change elements] are not addressed,” stated Pendley. In
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contrast, Pendley noted, “I don’t think we were nearly as good early on at being specific
and articulating exactly what transformational change should look like.” In fact, Pendley
reflected that some of the TCPs he did with his students in the early years of the program:
“Probably would not pass muster at this point in time. I think we’ve gotten better at that
whole thing.”
Marilou Ryder expressed a similar sentiment regarding her evolution of
understanding of transformational change, saying that it wasn’t until her second year in
the program that she began to truly understand. She recalled, “I even showed up at the
TCP symposium and I just didn’t really get how this whole process works, so if I didn’t
get it, I don’t know if the students really got it.” However, Ryder noted, “We get it now.
I think every single one of the instructors, and the core planning team, we get how this
process works, and how it builds on one another.”
Improving Transformational Change Mentorship
Patricia Clark White commended the growth of the cohort mentors’ skill in
guiding students through the TCP progress. White noted the cohort mentors “have grown
a lot in their competence in helping their cohorts understand the differences and upping
the ante.” She elaborated, saying that while a student may begin with a project proposal
that is less than transformational
the cohort mentors now . . . are more able to push them to think, “Okay, how can
we think about this from the standpoint of what are the assumptions that need to
change? What aspects of the culture need to change? What are the big things that
are impacting your organization, and are you going to get breakthrough results as
an outcome from this change?
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Cohort mentor Laurie Goodman explained that, throughout the program, students
are reminded, “Your TCP is not about doing a TCP. Your TCP is about learning the
process of change management and understanding the difference between something
that’s transformable as opposed to something’s that transactional.” Goodman further
elaborated, “Closing the door is transaction. Changing how doors function for safety in
and out of a building is transformational.” In the same vein, Myrna Cote noted that over
time, faculty and cohort mentors have become adamant that TCPs must actually address
transformational-level change efforts, “because if it isn’t transformational change, they
don’t understand the concept at the end.” In like manner, Lee noted that the TCP process
had changed over time, saying that cohort mentors have a different approach to the TCP
with every student. Lee elaborated, “And so, especially with the TCP, you have a very
good case for differentiation of instruction. You’re getting very tailored feedback on
your TCP, which is different than the TCP of somebody sitting next to you in a class.”
An example of such personalized guidance for the TCP is the support given to
students in the development of the planning documents and tools that will guide the
launch and implementation of the project. Ryder explained of the plan to plan
assignment required in EDOL 707 as an important process in the program. She shared,
I don’t believe that you can fail a student on the plan to plan, because if you fail a
student on the plan to plan, they’ve got a horrible plan to plan that they’re going
to take back to their organization.
Ryder then shared that the general philosophy of the program is to support students in the
developmental journey of mastering the skills necessary to lead transformational change,
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particularly because the stakes of the TCP are so high as a result of the project being
implemented in the student’s workplace.
The Impact of Transformational Change
Transformational change projects produced by the Brandman University doctoral
students are noteworthy. However, the nature of transformational change makes it
difficult to mark a distinct end to the work. As a result, students often find themselves
concerned with the lack of a formal conclusion to the 2-year project. Cote assured her
students, “The rollercoaster ride of how you implement your TCP is as important as a
learning factor as actually finishing the project.” She explained, “You’ll learn how to
work with people, you’ll learn how to handle the dissonance, the political challenges, all
those pieces are what you learn doing the TCP.”
To this point, many participants of this study noted that the best part of the
transformational change project is the professional and personal evolution of the doctoral
students themselves as leaders. Ainsworth noted, “It has such an impact on people even
though the students hate it at times.” Similarly, Goodman noted, “They said, ‘50% of
you will be promoted or you will take a job,’ because that’s what this program does. It
changes you. It’s not about the project.” Pendley recalled,
Students have gotten promotions, have gotten recognition, heck one of my
students passed the Bond election at his community college, that was his TCP.
That was in a community that had not ever passed a Bond election ever. There’s
a transformational change for you. I think that is one hallmark of what we do.
Reflecting on her observations of the program over time, Froehlich noted, “I find it
amazing . . .even with people in their first year, what they’ve learned through this
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program and how much it’s helped transform them into a better leader, to be able to lead
into a bigger role.” Similarly, Osborne noted the importance of the outcomes the TCP
produces. She explained that because the TCP is an applied piece of the program
learning that occurs in the student’s place of work, students are often recognized for their
accomplishments. Osborne noted, “I think that’s where their promotions come from . . .
all of a sudden [people are saying] ‘Wait, I underestimated you.’ Or ‘Wow, you’ve really
grown.’”
Alanis attributed the transformation of students to the practitioner focus of the
doctoral program and the TCP. She explained that from the program coursework and
learning, students “go to work and you start looking at things differently and trying to
reframe your thought process.” She noted that faculty and staff have the opportunity to
“see an evolution of this person that came into the program with maybe not a lot of selfconfidence in their leadership skills, and then after the first year it’s life changing.”
Showcasing Transformational Change
In order to highlight the incredible learning and transformation of the doctoral
students, the June immersion of the second year of their program includes the
transformational change symposium, where students present their accomplishments to the
faculty, staff, fellow students, and members of the community. Froehlich noted that the
first symposium in June 2014 was a remarkable opportunity to see the culmination of all
the Alpha cohort students had accomplished throughout the program (see Appendix S).
The personal transformation experienced by Brandman doctoral students through
their process of learning to lead a transformational change project is profound. Ryder
described the experience of witnessing this transformation:

214

I sit through those events with the candidacy meetings, and I hear story, after
story, after story of how this program has influenced them and made them
different, made them change. I joke with everybody it’s almost like you’re
joining a cult.
On a more serious note, Ryder shared, “Our students leave with life changing
experiences. They’re very different people at the end.” Compared to her own doctoral
experience at the University of La Verne, she reflected that she did not experience the
magnitude of change that the Brandman students experience. She indicated that she
learned to facilitate large-group meetings, but when she considers the outcomes of the
Brandman doctoral graduates, “I almost wish I could go back to school and start over . . .
because these students are leading with such a toolbox, and such a shift in their mindset
from how they came in.”
Evolution of Culture and Symbolism
Culture of Pride and Results
At its core, the Brandman University doctoral program in organizational
leadership was built on the idea of a community of people bound together by a
commitment to leadership, according to Larick. Larick continued,
And they are people who want to make a contribution and that’s a key element of
what we bring to it, but we want all the graduates to bring to it is ultimately
making a contribution or whatever your field is, you’re making a contribution.
To that end, the doctoral program strives to produce the highest doctoral degree
completion rate in the nation. At the end of the 2017-2018 academic year, doctoral
program completion rates exceeded the national average by nearly 10 percentage points
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(see Table 10). When interviewed for this study in 2019, Larick noted, “Now that that
Alpha group will be at about 87% complete with dissertation, . . . that’s just unbelievable.
I don’t know of any university that’s doing that. It’s the result of special efforts to
support people.” In like manner, Zeppos created the 50 Year Plan of Excellence, which
outlines the naming convention she used to identify each year’s class by a letter in the
Greek alphabet, and delineates anniversaries in five-year increments (see Appendix T).
Table 13
Brandman University EdD Program Overview (2017-2018)

Cohort Name
(Starting Year)
Alpha (2012)
Beta (2013)
Gamma (2014)
Delta (2015)
Epsilom (2016)
Zeta (2017)
Eta (2018)
Total

# Graduates
(as of 2017-2018)
additional graduates
expected

# Students
115
104
90
106
92
101
84
962

90
63
58
53
0
0
0
264

Grad Rate
(as of 2017-2018)
additional graduates
expected
78.26%
60.58%
64.44%
50.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

Culture and Rituals of Play
One of the most striking elements of the doctoral program, particularly in light of
its unrelenting focus on the academic success of its students, is its equally enthusiastic
cultural focus on having fun. Acknowledging the somewhat disparate elements,
Goodman explained, “The culture is one of success and it’s a culture of humor.” From
friendly pranks between leaders related to a presentation clicker and the escapades of two
mischievous doctoral mannequins, to dancing community builders, lip-syncing
administrators, and cohort bowling trips, the Brandman doctoral program encourages a
healthy diet of fun to balance the intensity of the academic journey. Faculty members
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repeatedly noted the aspects of fun and humor embedded within the doctoral program
culture. Osborne noted the cultural impact of the humorous elements of the program,
saying, “The playful, funny part contributes greatly.” Goodman explained that the
symbols of play are “just the norms of how we behave.”
Administration and faculty lip-sync. One playful ritual that was noted entailed
the administration and faculty gathering in Dean Zeppos’s van to lip-sync a silly song.
Zeppos recalled the experience humorously saying, “Crazy stuff. Every time I hear that
song you think of us in the car, you know how many takes we did of that? What was I
wearing? I think they made me put a shirt on. So, I’m like in a skirt with like the shirt
over.” Zeppos continued,
I’m thinking it’s just gonna be like a teeny part of my face because you know, the
camera’s so close and whatever. I’m like, okay, I’m going to know the words.
They all have practiced and rehearsed this. You know, I’m coming straight out of
other retreat meetings . . . and then I look at it and I’m like “I’m right in the
front!” Huge on my face, I should’ve studied the words more!
She laughed and continued,
“It was hilarious. Like, Oh my God. . . . The people that were not into it, and like
you could barely see them in the back, they were like ‘yeah, we got to put those
guys in the back’. That’s my car! . . . There’s, there’s just so many good
memories.”
Adventures with the clicker. Another playful ritual that has evolved over time
has been the banter between Larick and White about the clicker they share during the
opening address and subsequent sessions throughout immersion (see Appendix U).
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Larick explained, “Initially there were a couple of symbolic pieces that have shifted over
time. And that is our intent to make it playful, to have everybody lighten up just a bit. . . .
Dr. White and I arguing over the clicker.” Larick shared that they were
purposefully trying to model some relationships that were playful, but at the same
time we were doing our work. It wasn’t by design . . .but we recognized it when
we did it that it worked. It changed the mood.
Likewise, White noted that a playful tradition of the program is “Dr. Larick and
me playing with the clicker and having fun with that, and the students usually get a kick
out of that and make it an ongoing joke.” Larick elaborated, saying that although there is
silliness in
Dr. White and I passing [the clicker] back and forth and giving each other a bad
time. In the back of our minds, that’s the kind of play we wanted to model for
everybody that we’re serious about learning, but we’re serious about relationships
and having a good time.
As the clicker joke has evolved, it has become a featured highlight on immersion
promotional flyers (see Appendix U) and the clicker was featured on a world tour when
one of the Zeta cohorts stole it at the end of immersion and took turns filming themselves
with it at various international destinations.
Community builders. During each immersion a particular cohort is responsible
for planning and leading a community builder activity aligned with the overarching
theme of the immersion. Over time, these community builders have included cohorts
writing and singing songs, performing skits, and dancing. DeVore noted that while some
students are not as comfortable as others with this level of play, inherently
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People clamor for that. They won’t tell you they do, but they do. . . . We want to
be free. We want to be able to show our emotions. We want to be in an
environment where we can have fun, cheer, and do that, and not always have to be
prim and proper.
He further noted, “And I think our program certainly demonstrates that and we grow on
that.”
Social media. Another playful ritual leveraged by the Brandman doctoral faculty,
staff and students has been the use of closed Facebook groups for members of the
doctoral program. The primary group, titled Brandman EdD, is a place where members
of the doctoral community post updates, ask questions, celebrate milestones, and share
humorous memes and phrases (see Appendix V). During immersions, cohorts frequently
post photos of themselves engaged in various activities and highlight their latest cohortlabeled apparel. Fellow members of the Brandman doctoral community can then respond
to one another in playful banter or issue challenges between cohorts to keep friendly
competitions alive. Offshoots of the primary Brandman EdD Facebook page include
those for individual cohorts and even one for the program mascots, EdDy and BEdDy.
EdDy
Founding Dean Christine Zeppos took great care in designing the doctoral
program regalia as part of the initial cultural elements. She then purchased a mannequin,
which was later named EdDy, to wear the regalia during immersions as a symbol to
students of their near future. Much to the doctoral team’s surprise, EdDy became an
instant favorite among the doctoral students. Zeppos recalled that before she knew it
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“Everyone’s taking pictures with the stupid mannequin. So that just evolved into a much
bigger thing than I ever thought it was. I just wanted them to see the end.”
Over time, the Alpha class began to steal EdDy and take him on adventures.
Zeppos explained,
It was just so awesome. And then those first Facebook years of the stuff that they
would do with EdDy and he’s having a good time at dinner tonight or whatnot
were just really [fun], because it was so intense in the program, but it was just so
playful and awesome at night.
Similarly, Froehlich explained, “We had people stealing the mannequins, dressing them
up, taking them to the beach, and they’d post all of this on Facebook, which was
amazing.” Larick also recalled,
Students kidnapped [EdDy] and took him away. I kept notes on my phone that he
was recovering from a hangover and would join us at some time that day and then
never did. Then got pictures of him lying in bed with a wine glass, but it became
part of that playful aspect of the program.
Zeppos laughingly recalled that EdDy took on a life of his own through the
evening adventures the doctoral students orchestrated for him:
Come on! Picture the EdDy in a wheel chair . . . At a car racing place . . . EdDy
on the beach . . . Can’t think of different places that I’ve seen him. They should
all be on the EDD Facebook, if you go back far enough . . . Yeah. And then they,
people, got these domains. So, like there is an EDD Brandman, EdDy Brandman
. . . these are real people! And they’ve got a Facebook page too . . . Oh yeah. Oh,
this evolved into stuff that we’re not planning..
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Beta BEdDy
Not to be outdone by their predecessor, the Beta class bought a second mannequin
to add to the mix. Zeppos shared that when she asked the Betas what the second
mannequin was, they responded, “It’s Beta BEdDy. She’s ours.” Zeppos was eventually
able to provide BEdDy a proper doctoral robe following the commencement ceremony
where the Andersons were awarded honorary doctorates for their Change Leaders
Roadmap (Ackerman Anderson & Anderson, 2010). Zeppos recalled, “Linda Ackerman
Anderson, she’s really short. So now that’s the BEdDy Beta robe . . . and so, Dean was
actually wearing EdDy’s robe.” Zeppos also recalled that Beta doctoral student Ricardo
from the Moreno Valley and Riverside cohorts built a foundation to hold EdDy and
BEdDy and enscribed it with a plaque (see Appendix L).
Froehlich noted that the fun with EdDy continued to progress, saying, “They had
a baby doll that they used in some of these pictures too with EdDy and BEdDy and now
their baby. And it was cute.” Similarly, Zeppos recalled the raucous fun the students had
with EdDy and BEdDy and made them their own. She shared,
It was just great fun. I mean, they’d steal EdDy, he’d be upstairs in this hotel and
I’m like, “Oh, my God, one of these days, my name’s going to be all over the
paper. What are they doing to this poor mannequin?” (Zeppos, 2019).
Although the mascot mannequins engendered a great deal of fun, the faculty and
staff noted their serious significance to students as well. Enomoto and Hightower both
discussed the importance of students being able to visualize themselves in the future.
Hightower shared,
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That’s such an important symbol, such an empowering thing. It can be
intimidating when times are rough and you’re wondering if you’re going to make
it or not. But on other days it’s like, “no, no, that’s me. I’m going to get there. I’m
going to do that.”
The Power of Fun
Reflecting on the power of fun in the doctoral program, Ryder, who is jokingly
referred to as the immersion goddess or immersion czar by her colleagues, shared a story.
She recalled, “I just had a smile last night. I was down at the bar. I didn’t want to leave.
I was so tired, but I didn’t want to leave because I was just looking around. It brought
tears to my eyes really, because everybody was having so much fun.” She recounted
seeing one of her students sitting with someone other than her cohort members and when
Ryder inquired how they had met, the student explained, “Oh, I don’t know. I was on
some team with them.” Ryder marveled at the joyful camaraderie of the students within
and across cohorts, saying, “They’re all friends. I don’t know. It just brings you a really
good feeling of how supportive, and how special this program is. It’s very different than
anything I’d ever been involved in, in my entire educational career.” Ryder further
shared that when her husband asks her when she is going to quit, she responds, “I’ll quit
when it stops being fun. When I get too old and I can’t get up and speak, and do this
work.” And then Ryder concluded,
But I really feel like I’m involved in something that’s much greater than myself.
And how lucky am I to have dropped into that? Nobody gets a chance to do that,
and there are so many people who would just love my job. There really is. It’s
been like a gift from Heaven to be able to be involved with something like this.

222

Culture of Respect, Inclusion, and Diversity
The Brandman Doctoral Program was designed structural and symbolic elements
to ensure the development of an inclusive, diverse, and respectful culture. From the
deliberate creation of welcoming professional development for all faculty and staff, both
adjunct and full time, to a curriculum that can be applied to a wide range of industries,
the diversity of the program’s structures and key elements have yielded a truly diverse
student body. Larick reflected that the faculty wrestled with the question of “How do we
integrate across so many fields into one culture? That’s why we begin every immersion
with going back over those core values and belief systems, talking about respect and hard
conversations.”
Developing culture within faculty and staff. The culture of respect and
inclusion was noted repeatedly by participants in this study. The most common
observation of the faculty and staff was summarized by Goodman’s reflection:
They make you feel like you belong. When you step into this with all these very
smart people, you’re like, “Do I belong with all these people?” But then they
make you feel like you belong, and they validate your voice.
Goodman further noted that the inclusion process entailed providing all members of the
faculty and staff with training to be successful at their work, like serving as dissertation
chair. She shared that the respectful and inclusive culture engendered loyalty. Guzman
shared a similar sentiment, indicating that his enthusiasm for the program was
demonstrated through his willingness to take on additional tasks to better serve students.
From participating in intake interviews and campus committees, to serving as the
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program’s diversity lead, Guzman expressed his pride in serving the doctoral program
and his sense of alignment with its beliefs (see Appendix U).
Developing culture within the student body. Beyond developing an inclusive
culture with faculty and staff, Larick expressed the program’s profound belief in creating
a respectful and inclusive culture for students. which models the culture all
transformational leaders must create in their organizations across the world. In particular,
Larick discussed the importance of the ability to listen actively and engage in hard
conversations with those of opposing views and remain respectful and inclusive. Noting
his recent update to a staple of the immersion experience, Larick explained,
Tomorrow when I do That Used to Be Us, I’ve changed a lot of the questions for
discussion. They’re not going to be easy ones because I’ve taken issues like
immigration, of homelessness, of the environment and I’ve really put a bullseye
on them with some really hard questions.
Larick continued,
We’re going to talk tomorrow about “what is it like to have a civil conversation?”
That’s an evolving part of our culture and a symbol of how we can be very
different people with belief systems, but we can come together and have a
conversation about hard issues without being angry with one another.
Rather than the common ground exercise typically utilized with this book, Larick
explained that students would be given several potential solutions proposed by The White
House: research each proposal, and “then come back and have a conversation and come
up with what you think we ought to be doing to resolve the issue of immigration because
it needs to be resolved. We can’t ignore it. It isn’t going anywhere the way it is now.”
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Larick noted that the goal of the exercise was to help students answer the question, “How
do enlightened people committed to being civil have that kind of conversation?.”
More globally, Larick shared that being a doctoral student is “about exploring and
pushing your old boundaries, and listening enough to somebody else that you understand.
It doesn’t mean you have to agree, but you understand where they’re coming from.” He
also noted the intensified evolution of this particular curriculum exercise reflected the
faculty’s sense that the skill of managing tough conversations had become increasingly
more important for leaders. He continued, “We’ve got to build into what we’re doing
here some rational ways of going about having those conversations.” Larick then
concluded, “How that will ultimately look like a culture, I’m not sure, but hopefully it’s a
culture where we have tough conversations about tough issues in a way that’s okay.”
Structure
Structure: Hybrid Model
Members of the Brandman doctoral program in organizational leadership attribute
much of the program’s success over time to its blended, hybrid structure. White
explained,
The structure of the program has a lot to do with its success, the fact that it
produces the convenience and flexibility of being online, but at the same time has
the personal connection, the face-to-face, the support of cohorts and immersion
and webinars.
Successful blending of online and in-person components is the result of intensive focus
on meaningful personal connections and a comprehensive learning experience that
enables students to seamlessly transition between online coursework and in-person
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activities. Furthermore, in-person experiences primarily provide students with the
opportunity to put theory into practice and receive personalized mentoring.
Although other doctoral programs have online courses and in-person gatherings,
such as La Verne’s weekend symposiums, Ainsworth explained, “The difference really
is, in terms of innovation, is the blended model, really embracing technology and tapping
into this Brandman infrastructure which is so robust.” Regarding the Brandman
University core, Ainsworth noted, “It’s really hard to even describe until you’ve been
behind the scenes and seen all of the course developers, and the technology people, and
all the people that are working to make the system work.” Likewise, DeVore noted the
strength of the Brandman blended model: “The structure of cohorts, immersions and
online instruction [are], by far, the strength of our program and who we are.” DeVore
also noted that during intake interviews, students regularly indicate they are attracted to
the Brandman doctoral program because of the blended model. DeVore program
applicants said “I want to be online, but I really need the human component. I really
want to be with people. I really want a face to face. I heard about your cohorts, that’s
really important to me. Immersion doesn’t scare me, it excites me.” In the same vein,
Osborne noted the importance of the hybrid structure, saying, “You get the networking,
that we look out for each other, but you also get the quality and you get the flexibility.
So, I think you get it all.”
DeVore underscored the importance of the human connection provided through
the doctoral program’s immersion requirement. Although Brandman EdD students incur
the expense of travel to and from the immersion events three times per year, along with
the cost of accommodations and dinners during the event, students continue to embrace
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the model for the benefit of the human interaction. DeVore explained, “It’s what they
want. They will pay top dollar for it, although we’re not, by far, not the most expensive,
but they’ll pay good dollar for it, and they will come on the weekends.” DeVore also
shared that although he was embarrassed to admit it, he had fought against the weekend
seminars at a former institution when the university attempted to cut them as a costsaving measure. DeVore recalled they used reasoning such as, “This is too much for
students. They don’t want to do this. They don’t want to drive; they don’t want to do
that.” In response to these proposed reasons to cut the in-person components of a
doctoral program, DeVore retorted,
Number one hockey pucks, they do it. They’ll do it. If it’s valuable, they’ll do it. .
. . Money is not a major motivator to people. Money has to do with having
security. But money does not bring about strong levels of satisfaction.
Similarly, Ainsworth noted the value of the online component of the program,
I think it’s a very modern program. I think all you have to do in southern
California is try and drive in Los Angeles. It is miserable. I mean even driving
from here to Trader Joe’s a while ago I was shocked how congested the streets
were, worse than ever.
He further elaborated that traditional programs that require commuting to a particular
location are becoming obsolete. Additionally, Ainsworth noted, “The next generation are
expecting a different way of delivery. . . . I think this modern, blended approach, doing
the best of face to face, but the majority of the coursework online, is what sets it apart
from other programs.”
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Structure: Cohort Model
One of the most successful elements of the in-person components of the
Brandman doctoral program is the cohort model. Larick explained, “The cohort model is
fundamental to what we do.” White shared the design of the cohort model, saying,
In this program, you have a block of two years. You are automatically registered.
You’re assigned to a cohort, and that cohort stays with you for two years. That
cohort mentor who is a leading practitioner in the field stays with you for two
years.
White discussed the importance of the cohort model, which “maximizes the nurturing
element, the bonding element, the closeness, the support, the personal coaching you get
from your top-level field practitioner who’s your cohort mentor.” She also reflected,
“The cohort, the cohort mentor is a very innovative concept that isn’t typical across the
nation.” White noted that other universities are observing the Brandman model and its
success; therefore, “we may see that as being more of a standard operating procedure in
the future for a lot of places.”
Cohort relationships. Some of the most profound relationships developed in the
doctoral program are those formed within the cohort structure . More personally, Larick
shared,
The strongest [relationships] I have over a lot of years are people that I had at a
cohort. We’re still staying in touch, still get notes and letters from. So those
relationships technically don’t go away, that’s kind of a family unit and that’s an
important piece it.
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In addition to providing an in-person support structure, the cohorts serve a critical role in
the learning experience of the doctoral students. Guzman explained that within the
cohort, students learn leadership skills and teamwork. He noted, “You’re assigned the
next community builder, or you’re working on innovation tournament, or whatever the
case might be, they’re practicing their leadership skills and learning how to collaborate,
communicate, organize, plan. All those things are done in our program.” Similarly,
Goodman noted,
The first thing [students] do is they learn how to be cohorts. That’s always a
unique experience and challenge, because there’s so many different personalities
coming together to work as a team and to acknowledge the needs of each other.
Enomoto described the nature of the bonding that occurs within the cohorts:
“They’re meeting every month for several hours and getting together and you can see the
impact of it.” Enomoto further described the way in which cohort mentors are shown
great respect and appreciation by students at each immersion:
Every time, on the first day of immersion, they introduce the faculty, they
introduce the core planning team and everything else, but then when they
introduce the cohort mentors, boy, they get a super round of applause, because the
students are connected with them, with those folks, and they’re connected with
them continuously for two years. But again, all of that helps them, I think in
terms of the completion rate.
Guzman similarly noted the distinctiveness of the Brandman cohort model:
It’s not just “take a course, sit behind your computer, take a test, and then do your
dissertation and bye bye.” There’s a rich learning experience that’s tied into
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immersion, the transformational change project and with that, the cohort
experience.
Cohorting students is not a new practice. However, Ainsworth explained,
I do think that the attention to the cohort is something that sets [the Brandman
program] apart. We had learning groups at La Verne, but there wasn’t much
structure to them. It really depended on the personality and the experience of the
person running it.
After joining the Brandman doctoral team as a cohort mentor and being briefly
mentored by the faculty, Ainsworth was authorized to lead his Brandman cohorts
independently. Although he had previously served as a cohort leader at La Verne, he
noted the distinctiveness of the Brandman cohort model: “The cohort gives people an
anchor locally or virtually with a core group of people that’s smaller.” Ainsworth further
noted the importance of the more informal aspects of the cohort experience, such as
forming a cohort identity and engaging in activities outside of the formal structure.
Ainsworth explained, “It’s really co-curricular in a sense that people are learning and
networking together and creating new learning, and new ideas, and new thoughts, and
new opportunities for each other.”
A key driver in the success of the Brandman cohort model is the purposeful
integration of the program curriculum into the cohort experience and the related ongoing
training provided to cohort mentors to lead such learning. Larick shared that the cohort
experience is truly embedded into each course through elements such as the course-at-aglance overview document, the cohort responsibility to review particular course readings,
and including course assignments that are graded by the cohort mentor. Larick shared,
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“What we did was be very intentional about what’s done at a cohort meeting as being
connected back to the coursework that’s being done.”
To ensure this alignment between the course instructors and cohort mentors, the
core faculty provide cohort mentors with extensive training and support. White
explained, “What we do differently is the investment we make in their professional
development and the work that we do with the cohort leaders to allow them to do what
they do with the students in the cohorts.” In order to blend the cohort experience
seamlessly into the learning in the coursework, the Brandman program again focused on
the importance of the human connection. Larick explained that although the professional
development experiences for mentors address course content, they also
are training for all of us and for all of them so that very purposefully, they go
about doing their work with top of that list is building relationships. That’s what
people were doing out here today in the new cohorts is building relationships.
Larick then reflected that such a focus on building relationships should not be innovative
because the research shows how important it is, but in comparison to other doctoral
programs, the extent to which the Brandman program focuses on building strong personal
relationships is, indeed, innovative.
Cohort support network. The cohort model is innovative in that it allows a
university to reach far beyond a traditional geographic boundary while maintaining
cohesiveness and reducing the impersonality that can accompany a fully online
experience. Enomoto shared, “The cohort structure I think is wonderful. It keeps, since
it’s a real distributed system, and you have cohorts in Washington and online now and
then all over California. And that helps create that family.” Former doctoral program
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staff member and current doctoral program student Maris Alanis reflected, “I think the
fact that it’s technically a fully online program, but it’s cohort-based . . . it gives people a
sense of belonging, especially you have the campus core locations and now we have the
online.” Alanis also noted the potential opposite result, saying, “If it wasn’t cohortbased, it would be very easy for students to give up, because they don’t have that support
system.” Alanis further noted, “Having the cohort, having that support speaks volumes
and really helps students get through the process.”
Symbolism: Cohorts and cohort identity. Many of the participants of this study
noted the symbolic elements of the cohort experience, such as each cohort creating a
name, logo, and cohort-branded apparel to be worn at immersion and on cohort
excursions (see Appendix W). The cohort identity helps to solidify the bonding element
of the cohort experience and serve as a motivator during difficult times. During program
competitions and on social media, Brandman doctoral students frequently refer to
themselves by their cohort name (i.e., real Zetas of Orange County, Online Zetas).
Relatedly, Cote shared that it is “hugely symbolic wearing these [indicates cohort shirt
she is wearing]. . . . The identity that’s formed by some of the cohorts is hugely symbolic
of the program, and all of this is supported.”
Managing cohort personality. And while not all cohorts build the kind of bond
that sustains them through and beyond the doctoral program experience, most create
lasting friendships. Cote shared that in general the cohort model provides a unique and
personalized learning experience for students. She explained,
Not all cohorts work that great, my last cohort did not meld, they were a challenge
from the very first session to the very last. The cohort I have now . . . I don’t
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think you could tear them apart from one another, so each group is a little bit
different.
Immersion
One of the most innovative elements of the hybrid structure of the Brandman
doctoral program is the immersion experience, where all doctoral students gather three
times per year in Irvine “for extensive relationship-building with faculty and students
program-wide, presentations by expert speakers, and in-depth engagement in learning”
(Brandman University, 2019). Patricia Clark White, founding associate dean of the
School of Education explained,
Our Immersions are innovative. The fact that we bring all the students together
three times a year. . . . We bring in keynote speakers that are extremely high
quality, national gurus really and authors. Then all of the engagement activities
that we plan for students . . . I think that’s innovative..
During the immersion weekends, which were initially offered as two 3-day and
one 4-day events, students are introduced to the themes of upcoming courses as well as
given the opportunity to demonstrate mastery of the previous term’s learning (see
Appendix X). Additionally, students engage in guided leadership practice to hone the
development of transformational leadership skills. Students are also provided access to
faculty and industry experts with whom they can discuss course content and theory.
Furthermore, students engage in research activities, seminars, and conversations with
experienced dissertation chairs, which help to prepare students for successful completion
of the dissertation (Brandman University, 2019). Doug DeVore reflected on the
uniqueness of the immersion experience:
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Immersion is a happening that you just don’t experience anywhere else. I’ve not
seen it in any other program, anything like it. The energy, the studentcenteredness, the power of it, I’ve never seen anything like it and I’m thrilled to
be a part of it.
Renewal Through Curriculum and Connection
Brandman faculty repeatedly refer to immersion as the linchpin or backbone of
the doctoral program, citing the significance of the in-person learning experience (see
Appendix Y). Jeffrey Lee shared that the immersion component of the program is a
distinct selling feature for students. He explained that during intake interviews, even
students who live at a great distance from the main campus in Irvine note the importance
of the immersion component because “there’s a unique value in sitting in a room looking
somebody eye to eye. Shaking their hand still means something.” Similarly, Carlos
Guzman noted, “If we didn’t have Immersion, I don’t think we would have a program,
because that’s our time with students, faculty, cohort mentors. . . . It’s just the time of
connection and learning.” Guzman said, “We learn too. We’re not just faculty. We
learn from our students and then that’s probably the most rewarding part of the work that
we do.”
However, there is a delicate balance the faculty strive to achieve during the
limited hours of immersion. Keith Larick shared,
We always struggle with a balance between trying to deliver content and knowing
that we don’t want to have too much seat time . . . trying to infuse activities and
discussion and interaction and . . . trying to mix groups over time.

234

Likewise, Lee noted, “These immersions are prime opportunities for us to ebb and
flow and very organically get through the curriculum.” Lee also noted the important role
of symbols and traditions during immersion that require an investment of time but are
critical to the program’s success and model the behavior of transformational leadership.
Lee explained, “We always have a community builder at the beginning of most days at
immersion and we believe in that, for lack of better words, ritual, because we believe in
team building.” Lee further elaborated on the importance of rituals that reinforce the
core beliefs of an organization, saying, “If you go to your organization, you’re a principal
or CEO, if you would invest the time in team building, then as a transformational leader
it’ll pay dividends later on in other things.”
In addition to blending curriculum with personal interaction and reinforcing
culture, the immersion experience also generates a positive energy in faculty and
students. Former Doctoral Program Specialist Maris Alanis noted,
Even though it feels long when you’re there, I think people take back so much
more and you almost get to recharge. You go back, you’re excited again and . . .
you just get back to the learning. So, I think that’s important as well.
Doug DeVore shared a similar sentiment about the power of the immersion experience,
explaining, “There’s no time that I’ve ever been to Immersion, went to Immersion, came
home from Immersion, been at Immersion where I didn’t think it was just the highlight of
our program.”
Putting Theory Into Practice
As the immersion structures have been refined, several learning activities have
emerged as hallmarks of the immersion experience. Each of these activities has taken on

235

ritualistic importance because of their thoughtful design and innovative implementation.
Typically, these immersion activities are designed as opportunities for students to
practice and showcase growth in leadership competencies and knowledge gained through
coursework.
Innovation tournament. The immersion activity that was noted most often by
study participants as being both innovative and critical to the immersion experience was
the innovation tournament. Modeled after the Stanford Global Innovation Challenge,
second-year student teams are given an unassuming object, such as a paint stir-stick,
plastic soda can rings, or leftover shrink-wrap, and challenged to transform the item into
something significant over the course of the 8-week term. The tournament is designed to
help students “experience the entrepreneurial process, including seizing opportunities,
leveraging limited resources, and bringing ideas to life” (Brandman, n.d.-e, para. 1).
Over the years student innovation tournament teams have developed blankets for the
homeless, child-safety reminder tags to be hung on the rearview mirror of vehicles, and
photodegradable grass seed sheets to help prevent mudslides in areas affected by
wildfires. Guzman noted the significance of the innovation tournament, describing it as a
part of the doctoral program culture of “reaching out to the community, giving back,
having cohorts come up with these innovative uses of products and/or items.”
While the innovation tournament has been through several iterations, and faculty
have discussed the possibility of moving away from it, student enthusiasm for the
tournament remains high. Myna Cote shared, “There’s talk of doing away with it, but
students come and they’re really excited about it. . . . Even though we’ve been through it
a lot, it’s something really good for the students.” Doug DeVore similarly noted the
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inherent value of the experience for students, saying, “It’s so ingrained, such a powerful
part of our program.”
The amazing race. A second immersion learning activity that was noted as being
significant for students was the Amazing Race data coding activity. White described it as
“a ritual that is all around research and perfecting skills for the dissertation.” As a
follow-up to the qualitative research course, students engage in an afternoon of team data
coding in a competition mirroring the television show of the same name. Amazing Race
activity designer, Jeffrey Lee reflected,
It’s awesome when . . . I look around the room and everyone’s excited with me
doing like the Amazing Race or whatever else because we can connect at that
high of a level, students and instructor, and we can have fun, hard fun learning.
He further explained that the excitement of learning together is contagious and noted his
sense of responsibility to create high-quality learning experiences like the Amazing Race
to maximize the opportunity to learn collaboratively. Lee noted,
I’m really sensitive to this idea that students are spending a lot of time and energy
coming to Immersions. So, if you’re going to spend all this time and energy,
what’s the value of getting a group of people together?
That used to be us political rally. As a culminating experience to reading
Friedman and Mandelbaum’s (2011) book That Used to Be Us, student groups are
charged with selecting a campaign pillar from the topics addressed in the book and
designing a political campaign presentation highlighting the area of focus they have
selected as most significant for improving American and global innovation. Patricia
Clark White described the purpose of the activity as “really having our students think
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beyond themselves, beyond their little group, beyond even their organization to the
bigger world. That’s a ritual that is important.” Students then present their campaign
speeches during a political rally held during immersion.
Traditions and Rites of Passage
The immersion experience is deeply steeped in symbolism, which helps to elevate
the collaborative learning experiences. Jeffery Lee noted that establishing and retaining
the symbolic elements of the program models the importance of their role in
organizational life for students. He shared, “Those [symbolic] types of things are
important, but when times get busy, they take the back burner . . . And if you had to cut
something, sometimes that’s the first thing that gets cut.” However, Lee noted, “As a
transformational leader, it really should be the last thing that gets cut. And so, we just
kind of keep working with it on a cohort by cohort or year by year basis to emphasize the
things that we feel are important to transformational leaders.”
Connecting with Dean Zeppos. An initial immersion tradition that Dean Zeppos
continued to develop for students to experience over the course of the six immersion
sessions was the Dean’s keynote address. During every immersion session, Dean Zeppos
addressed each cohort with a just-in-time message related to their stage in the doctoral
journey. Zeppos explained, “That’s where I kind of tried to create my role as dean, in
that culture development.” The first presentation outlined the vision, symbols, and rituals
of the program (see Appendix Z). The second immersion presentation outlined the
importance of trusting the process. Zeppos explained her intention to let students know
I’m the place that can help keep them going, again the buck stops here and how
can I make sure that you’re feeling okay? And that you’re not going to
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understand everything on the second immersion, you’re just not. But we’re going
to get you to the place that you need to be.
The sixth and final immersion presentation was the most personal and the most
compelling. Zeppos recalled, “So, it used to be on the agenda, transformational
leadership, some dry topic. Okay. Transformational leadership in the 21st century. And
I’m like, ha ha ha. The big joke is this is not about that.” Instead, Zeppos shared,
It’s about my journey and my gift to you all as you now go into dissertation
phase. And talking about my journey and lessons learned and things that I hope
for you in the future . . . but also my expectations of here’s what you’re going to
do to help change the world.
Zeppos continued, “It was a very personal hour and a half of, and guiding them to the end
of coming to my house and here’s you crossing the stage and so forth.” To help set the
tone of ritual, Zeppos shared that she
started that session off by reading what I read on the first day of the opening of
commencement, for the hooding ceremony, that you’re now part of Academia.
And you’re now our colleagues and you are our newest peers and welcome to the
Academy. And it really took [students] to the next place of “I’m almost there.
I’m almost side by side with these folks” and [Zeppos said] I can’t wait to
welcome you to my home, to welcome you as our new peer. So that’s was a
really great tradition.
Zeppos noted that the sixth immersion keynote speech was her favorite, noting that it
ended with a reminder of the final step awaiting students: “You’ve got to finish, but
we’re going to do it.” Zeppos shared her vision for her symbolic role in the doctoral

239

program process. She explained, “I wanted you to start with me in boot camp and end
with me there and then end with me at Chapman and that we’re going through this
journey together and I believe in you.” She also encouraged students to reach out to her
if they should need support throughout the dissertation process. Zeppos reflected,
I can’t tell you how many students over the years just emailed me or called me
and said, I’m at my wit’s end. I’m going to quit . . . even students now, I get
students contacting me all the time [saying] I’m at that point.
Moving to the right. A rite of passage that developed as part of the immersion
experience was the tradition of having first-year students sit on the left side of the general
assembly room and second-year students sit on the right. This simple seating
arrangement served as a means of encouraging first-year students to identify those a year
further along in the process than themselves and to look forward to their own transition to
the right side of the room after they completed the first year of coursework. Myrna Cote
described the process as “hugely symbolic” and said that during the initial immersion,
first year students are told, “‘You’re here,’ and, ‘Don’t be nervous’, and, ‘This group was
there last year,’ and so on and so forth. And the new students will sit there and go,
‘Okay,’ in the meanwhile they’re shaking in their boots.” Similarly, Enomoto
commented on the rite of passage, noting that first-year students look forward to moving
to the right side of the immersion room. He said the first-year students look across the
room and say, “Those are the veterans; those are the seniors. They’re the upper-class
people.” In the same manner, Cote concluded, “It’s hugely symbolic that they’re moving
their seats over here, which then means that they’re moving on, that they’re getting
toward their dissertation.”
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Passing the torch luncheon. Another doctoral program tradition that was
addressed by many of the participants of this study was the celebration luncheon held
during the June immersion to celebrate the conclusion of coursework for the senior class.
During the luncheon, a ceremony occurs where members of the senior class pass a torch
to members of the junior class, signifying the transfer of responsibility and legacy to the
underclassmen. Myrna Cote noted that each first-year cohort is inspired by the luncheon
to create something even more motivational for their own ceremony the following year.
In a similar vein, Patrick Ainsworth noted the evolution of the luncheon over time,
saying, “I saw that thing move from just an idea, let’s all have lunch and say thank you to
something that just really is going to be hard to match.” Christina Froehlich recalled,
That first June, [it] was just awesome to see everything come together for that
first completion of the two years of coursework. That would be our first
celebration luncheon that we did for them and the program that we did. It was
just a really great experience.
Zeppos noted that her most memorable experience in the program was “that first time that
the alphas passed the torch to the betas and they created that new tradition.” She
concluded,
It’s like you all are my Transformational Change Project. And I just never
thought it would be this great. You always imagined this idea, but it becomes
even greater because of the people that you have around it to lift it up even higher.
Boot camp. An immersion structure that was developed several years into the
program was the boot camp, which is a “mandatory induction program designed for
candidates to gain pertinent knowledge and skills needed to be successful in the EDOL
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program” (Brandman University, 2019, p. 1). The boot camp is divided into an
asynchronous and synchronous section, the first being an online tutorial to familiarize
doctoral students with the Blackboard learning platform, and the synchronous portion
occurring the day prior to the launch of their first fall immersion (see Appendix AA).
Boot camp activities include meeting the Dean, reviewing program components, and
taking a writing assessment. Christine Zeppos described the origin of the boot camp:
We didn’t have a boot camp before and so it used to be like an online boot camp
just to kind of get people resources and then were like, we need to see them face
to face. And so, part of my responsibility that changed with the boot camp that I
really wanted was that I’m the first person they see at boot camp and I’m the last
person they see at graduation handing them their diploma. And so trying to
inspire students that the buck stops here and that you’re going to see me at boot
camp and I’m going to shake your hand across the stage and hug you at Chapman,
when you cross the stage and I get to hand you your diploma.
Patrick Ainsworth described the boot camp as really important
because students needed to hit the ground running in immersion and so having an
online boot camp, which is set up like a Blackboard shell, which are really nice
because it gets students into that mindset before they open at 700.
He went on to note the importance of the face to face component of boot camp, saying, “I
think those are some unique things that we have here.”
Refining Immersion Implementation
From the initial cohort of students far exceeding the enrollment expectation of the
university, and all subsequent classes exceeding an enrollment of 90, the doctoral faculty
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and staff had to continually refine the logistics of implementing immersion. Several
participants in this study likened immersion weekend to hosting three weddings in a row.
Christina Froehlich reflected, “It was just such a huge show to put on. . . . But it was just
such an amazing experience to watch.” Budget constraints were a consistent factor, as
were the logistic challenges of transporting audio-visual equipment and a tech support
team from the Brandman campus in Irvine to a local hotel. Alan Enomoto noted that the
team struggled to secure a venue large enough to hold the event and all participants.
Regardless of the logistical challenges, the team persisted in refining and improving the
processes to ensure this important component of the program was successful.
Nametags and personalized itineraries. A significant improvement to the
immersion process was the addition of customized nametags and personalized itineraries.
Christine Froehlich explained that initially “there would be a ton of information on a
name badge and then you’d have a packet of logistic papers that you would have to
basically look at your name badge . . . and then go down your paper and figure out where
you’re supposed to be.” She continued, “There was a lot of confusion going on [about]
where they were supposed to be and what they were supposed to do.” By creating this
guiding document, students and faculty were better able to navigate the schedule of the
event. Froehlich noted that the improved logistics “helped us to be able to be more
attentive to the students’ needs because we’re not always being pulled in different
directions for the questions of, ‘Where am I supposed to go?’” She indicated that this
improvement was most beneficial for faculty members who were leading sessions for
students of both years.
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Initial elements of the immersion nametags were also designed to assist with
operational effectiveness. In addition to having the Brandman doctoral program logo, the
nametags differentiated participant program level. Zeppos recalled that first-year student
names were written in gold and second-year student names were written in maroon,
building in a subtle rite of passage of moving from a gold nametag to maroon.
Individuals who were considering joining the program were noted in green and faculty
names were always written in black. Zeppos also noted that the nametags contained
logistical details regarding the schedule, but noted jokingly, “We phased that out,
thankfully, because we have those agendas now. But that was a tradition too. Like if you
could understand your name tag, you can get a doctorate.”
Reducing cost and increasing efficiency. Over time, a significant shift occurred
in the general structure of immersion. White explained the transition as an effort to
address efficiency while keeping the quality of the program very high. She described the
transition in this way:
One of the things that happened with immersions is we used to have, as you
recall, three-, three-, and four-day immersions. As we looked at it and really
examined the nature of that four-day immersion, we thought, “You know what?
We can do this in three. It’ll be better for students. It will be better for faculty.
And it will be more cost-effective.” So, we really worked hard on making sure
that nothing really significant was lost when we took one day away from that
immersion.
Several participants of this study noted that although immersions are expensive
endeavors, their value far exceeds their cost. Jeffrey Lee noted that he keeps this value
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proposition at the forefront of his mind as he plans immersion activities for students,
asking himself, “‘What’s the value of this group of people getting together for my
Immersion?’ Because if I’m just going to talk for an hour, I may as well record it and
send it out as a webcast or something.” However, Lee noted that the Brandman doctoral
students, faculty, and staff make the significant investment to travel to Irvine and
participate in this multiday learning experience because “there are just some things that
you can’t do online.” Similarly, Doug DeVore concluded, “I have many memorable
experiences but Immersion is my most memorable experience, bar none.”
The Dissertation Process
From inception, the Brandman EdD program conceived of a doctoral process that
would be unlike that of traditional doctoral programs and produce graduates at a rate that
far exceeded the national average of less than 60%. To that end, the core planning team
developed a program in which the successful completion of the dissertation was the end
goal for all students. However, implementation of this focus has evolved over the years
to ensure that the expectation of all students completing the dissertation is conveyed
clearly and the supports for this goal are embedded within all elements of the program.
Goodman identified that the most positive evolution of the EdD program has been the
change in the dissertation process. She explained, “When we started with our Alphas and
Betas, it was ‘don’t talk about the dissertation. They’re already involved in coursework.
They have a TCP. They’re doing their leadership plan. There’s already a lot on their
plate.’” Instead, instructors and cohort mentors were encouraged to help students remain
focused on the learning. She shared that the initial messaging was along the lines of
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“We’re not going to talk about dissertation . . .We don’t want to take their eyes off the
most important ball, which is the coursework.”
Addressing the Dissertation Early
Goodman noted that the purposeful downplaying of the dissertation in the early
stages of the doctoral program changed over time and now “from day one, we’re talking
about ‘you’re going to be a doctor. What does it look like? How do you start that
process? How do you develop as a writer? How do you develop the passion for what
you’re going to research?’” DeVore attributed the refined focus on ensuring student
success through the dissertation progress stemmed from a “cradle to grave”-type
philosophy. He elaborated, “We do not have an end in doctoral program, until you’ve
successfully defended your dissertation.” Further, DeVore explained,
It’s absolutely critical, that if we let a student in the program, they go through two
years of program. They pass the classes, we don’t owe them a doctorate degree,
but we owe them all the support to help them get the doctorate.
Ainsworth noted that the supportive structure of the Brandman program is innovative in
that it is notably different than the approach of even other innovative doctoral programs.
He explained,
When I was at La Verne, for instance, after our final coursework was done, we
went with a week-long dissertation symposium. They called it dissertation camp.
But . . . they didn’t want you working on it before then. I think part of
Brandman’s magic is really getting people engaged in that, teaching them that
they can do it, really helping them get a head start on their dissertation. That
results in a higher completion rate.
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In order to achieve this level of innovation in record time, Brandman utilized the
significant knowledge and experience of its doctoral faculty to develop an integrated
instructional model that purposefully guided students through the key benchmarks of the
dissertation process. Zeppos noted that while Larick was initially brought on the team to
help develop the doctoral program curriculum, his role naturally evolved into managing
the dissertations. Likewise, Zeppos noted that DeVore’s role slowly evolved to include
IRB. Zeppos explained, “It all started from scratch. None of that existed. So that was a
lot of work [and] their roles have shifted over time.” She also noted that her own role
evolved to include assisting with the research process of the program.
Thematic dissertations. In addition to utilizing the innovation of embedding the
dissertation within the coursework of the program and leveraging the skills and prior
experience of seasoned doctoral faculty members to build the processes for such a model,
the faculty also introduced the thematic dissertation. The Brandman EdD Viewbook (see
Appendix AB) explains the dissertation process in this manner:
For the final project of the Ed.D. program, students can either complete a
traditional or thematic dissertation. The thematic dissertation is a supportive
collaboration between faculty and students that develops research plans around
current issues. Each doctoral candidate researches a topic from a different
perspective while sharing literature sources, providing feedback and helping peers
remain focused and moving forward. A faculty mentor or dissertation chair will
guide the group’s thematic direction while students write individual dissertations
from their own points of view and investigation” (EDD Viewbook; Appendix AE)
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Goodman explained, “Alphas didn’t have thematics. Thematics didn’t come until year
two. Now there’s more thematics than ever, and the students love them.” The Brandman
Digital Repository houses 42 thematic dissertations completed by EdD program
graduates between 2015 and 2018.
Student support for the dissertation process. Along with the innovation of
shifting the introduction of and focus on the dissertation to be embedded within the entire
doctoral program, the core faculty and administration also created a robust support
structure to ensure students could fully benefit from the opportunity. Goodman noted
that the most successful element of the doctoral program has been the evolution of the
dissertation process and implementation of professional development for the dissertation
chairs and others who assist students through the process. Goodman also commended the
program’s innovative use of technology, exemplars, and writing courses to ensure
students are truly prepared to write the final dissertation. She explained,
Seriously, you take two years of coursework and if you don’t have a system or
structure in place for the dissertation, then we end up like the rest of the
universities out there with a 40 or 60% completion rate. Right now, our Alphas
are almost at 90.
Embedded nature of the dissertation process. Rather than adding dissertation
preparation to the program separate from the existing framework, the Brandman doctoral
faculty developed an embedded system of dissertation exploration and support
throughout the program to increase coherence and ensure that all students receive
adequate preparation for the culminating work. For example, during the third immersion
of the first year of study, students participate in an activity to meet potential dissertation
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chairs and share their initial ideas regarding a research topic (see Appendix AC).
Guzman noted that students have the opportunity to explore a dissertation topic as early
as their first writing course in year 1. He explained, “Students even get to play around
with the topic in 750, when they’re just starting the program. ‘Wow. New topic
development. Okay. Literature [review]. I’m already digging in, till I’m already almost
starting my dissertation very early on.’”
Devore noted that the Brandman doctoral program commitment to ensuring
students complete the dissertation is unique. He cited the implementation and growth of
the dissertation-focused miniversity breakout sessions offered during immersions as an
innovative tool the program uses to promote student success (see Appendix G).
Miniversity topics range from data collection methodologies and tracking tools to
interview protocols and strategies for maintaining a healthy life balance during the
journey.
Both Guzman and DeVore lauded the embedded nature of the dissertation process
as an innovation that positively impacts the student experience in the Brandman doctoral
program. Guzman explained, “By the time a student gets to dissertation, they’ve already
done all this foundational work to get to that point.” Guzman said, “Another innovation
is a prospectus course that gets you ready for the dissertation process, but the students
have already built up to that point and have a pretty solid topic.” DeVore reflected,
“We’re different because we provide support for students from day one.” DeVore
described his own doctoral program experience in which there was support provided
early on:
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But as I got through the mid-point on, toward dissertation, it was almost like I was
just dropped off. Like I was put to the edge of the cliff and it was like, “Okay,
good luck. Oh, do you have a parachute? Oh!” I mean, that’s what it felt like.
In contrast, Guzman highlighted the fact that the Brandman doctoral program provides
students with consistent support throughout. He explained that he appreciated the way
the dissertation process is embedded into the curriculum and students are essentially
given a roadmap for completing their dissertation.
EDOL 790: dissertation prospectus and advancement to candidacy. The
Brandman EdD dissertation handbook explains that the EDOL 790 course is designed to
assist students with developing the prospectus, which focuses on assessing the feasibility
of the student’s proposed topic and research plan (see Appendix T). By the conclusion of
EDOL 790, the student will produce a prospectus, which includes “most of the elements
of a formal Chapter 1 plus a brief description of the anticipated research methodology
and a lengthy list that shows the breadth of reading the researcher has already initiated.”
Guzman described the prospectus course as a successful element of the program that
“drives success in dissertation.”
In order to determine the extent to which the prospectus class assisted doctoral
students in their preparation for writing the dissertation, Guzman and a fellow faculty
member conducted longitudinal research on the levels of students’ perceived self-efficacy
regarding their ability to take on a significant research project before and after the course.
Guzman shared that over 4 or 5 years of data collection, he and his research partner have
found an increase in student perception of self-efficacy across 15 domains of the research
process following the completion of EDOL 790. Relatedly, Hightower noted the
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symbolism associated with the advancement to candidacy ritual students undergo at the
conclusion of the prospectus course, where they present their overview of Chapter 1 and
their personal growth as a leader, which they have documented through their
Transformational Leadership Development Plan. Hightower described the advancement
to candidacy experience as “a passing to the next level in saying, ‘Hey, I’m okay. I’ve
earned this. I’m ready for this.’ I think that actually has a lot of symbolism associated
with it.”
Proposal defense and the institutional review board (IRB). Another key
component to the success of the doctoral program is the Brandman University
Institutional Review Board (BUIRB). According to the Brandman University website,
the BUIRB
has the responsibility and authority to review and approve all research projects by
Brandman University faculty and students involving human or animal
participants. It will approve only experiments that confirm to the professional
standards as understood within the relevant discipline. (para. 1)
All Brandman doctoral students must follow the requirements of the BUIRB process in
order to gain permission to conduct their doctoral dissertation study. Although the
BUIRB is comprised of faculty from across the university, key members of the EdD
faculty participate on the BUIRB, which helps to ensure that consistently high standards
are met for all approved dissertation studies. DeVore commented, “The way we structure
dissertation support has grown immensely over the years and that’s another area where
we have, probably in the human resource frame, have expanded the way we’ve done IRB.
It made it more user friendly.”
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Developing a Dissertation Framework and Infrastructure
When the Brandman doctoral program launched, there were plans to develop the
dissertation process logistics, but none existed originally. That being the case, the
program faculty and staff had to swiftly create these critical components necessary for
students to complete the program. Former Doctoral Program Specialist Maris Alanis
recalls, “I developed all of the logistical processes for the dissertation process, which are
everything on the back end. Dr. Larick developed the dissertation handbook with all of
the content.” Alanis’s task was daunting, as she was tasked with creating processes and
resources for those processes from scratch. She recalls her process of meeting with
Larick and other faculty to identify what students would need to do to complete the
dissertation, and then develop the infrastructure to ensure that those benchmarks could be
met. She initially managed the process utilizing a spreadsheet and creating PDF
documents for the various components of the dissertation completion process. She
recalls, “They were very cumbersome, very laborious because everybody had to have
PDF signatures and there’s a lot of follow up emails per form.” When her initial request
for funding to develop a digital dissertation tracking process was denied, Alanis was
tasked with collaborating with in-house programmers to “create an entire dissertation
process from scratch. It took about a year to create that . . . in SharePoint.”
Although the task of developing the dissertation process internally was incredibly
time consuming, Alanis noted that the final product
cut down on a lot of the downtime, a lot of the errors that were being made
because there was a lot of room for human error on the student side, and on the
administrative side, and also for the chairs.
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Alanis also celebrated the fact that although the program is not automated, the
infrastructure she created greatly benefitted the doctoral program because “the
infrastructure’s there where one person can manage it.” With the very limited operating
budget of the doctoral program, this cost-saving design was critical to program success.
Alanis noted that other doctoral program competitors typically have a larger program
staff, including a coordinator for each year of students as well as a director and a separate
department that handles all of the dissertation. With a mixture of disbelief and wellearned pride, Alanis recalled, “I did all of that by myself for three and a half years and we
enrolled twice as many students as other universities,” until the program was able to add
a second program staff member.
Keeping students motivated and focused on completion. Although the
doctoral program is designed to provide students with the strongest possible foundation
upon which to complete their dissertation following coursework, faculty and cohort
mentors acknowledged that the greatest barrier to students finishing the doctoral program
was still completing the dissertation. Goodman shared that the
critical barrier is really student motivation, because it’s finding what it is that
lights that fire to get your dissertation done. Is it time management? Is it I can’t
just think anymore, this is too much? It’s like okay, it’s breaking it down to the
pieces.
She contrasted the dissertation experience with the coursework portion of the program.
She speculated that students become very skilled in achievement within the structure of
the coursework, but completing the dissertation is still a significant challenge for some
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students. Goodman also shared an example of the complexity of trying to motivate
students who fall behind in the process:
We have this group of Betas . . . I have four that I mentor, and one of them just
started writing. Just started. I’m not on her committee. I’m just her mentor. I
meet with her every week. She’s like, “Well, now that I only have nine months to
get this done, I’m really devoted to getting it done.” I’m like, “Nine months is not
very long.”
Goodman reflected that the most critical barrier to student completion is helping
them to “understand, believe in themselves, have confidence, manage time and [not] stop.
When you finish your advancement to candidacy, you’re writing the next day.”
Similarly, both Ainsworth and Osborne recounted their individual efforts to provide
personalized support to students who had fallen behind in the dissertation process,
checking in with them weekly and providing a time and place for them to focus on
completing this culminating task.
Dissertation Success Rates
The 2018 Brandman EdD Viewbook advertises an 80% doctoral student
graduation rate (see Appendix AE), which is significantly higher than the national
average. These significant outcomes are a testament to the commitment the faculty and
staff have made to ensuring that doctoral students receive whatever support necessary to
be able to complete the journey. Relatedly, instructors take their role as dissertation chair
very seriously. For example, Lee expressed great appreciation for the training he
received to then expand his passion for research by providing trainings to other
dissertation chairs.
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In addition to their appreciation for the six comprehensive trainings that
dissertation chairs receive annually, they also express great pride in assisting each student
to reach his or her final goal of dissertation defense. Pendley recalled chairing the
defense for the first two EdD program graduates of the Alpha cohort:
When Rowanda Coffin and Felicia Hacker were the two first graduates in this
program, they defended on the same night as the first two graduates. That almost
made me tear up, and that’s not an easy thing to do for me, but it was very
emotional. They both did a great job. I know Dr. White was there at the defense,
and I brought her in. Typically, you don’t have an outside reader, like some
universities do, but I brought her in as an outside reader, she wasn’t a member,
because I thought she should be a part of the first.
Similarly, Enomoto recalled a deeply moving experience from a dissertation
defense ceremony he chaired at which the father of the doctoral candidate asked Enomoto
via interpreter, “How does it feel to help someone achieve their dream?.” Likewise,
Ainsworth identified the dissertation defense as one of his most meaningful experiences
in the doctoral program. In particular, Ainsworth noted the pride associated with “having
students complete the dissertation that most people thought couldn’t get it done and
having them deliver a really solid product, students that I spent many, many hours with.
Those have been very memorable to me.”
Symbolism: Hooding and Graduation
To commemorate the significant accomplishment of earning a doctorate in
organizational leadership, the Brandman University doctoral program commencement
weekend is steeped in symbolism and ritual. One such symbol is the doctoral program
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regalia (see Appendix AD). Zeppos reflected on her careful attention to detail in
designing the EdD program regalia very early in the program development process to be
distinctive compared to those from other programs (see Appendix Q). This same regalia
was then modeled by EdDy and BEdDy for students throughout their immersion
experiences as a reminder of the ultimate goal of their hard work. A second
commencement symbol Zeppos and White created was a doctoral pin (see Appendix
AE). Zeppos jokingly explained that she wanted the pin because “I’m not going to wear
the regalia everywhere. So, Pat and I designed the pin that you get at graduation.”
Reception at Dean Zeppos’s home. Another ritual of the commencement
weekend that emerged over time was a reception hosted by Dean Zeppos at her home
before the hooding ceremony for all doctoral students who completed the program. The
tradition began as an offer made by Dean Zeppos during the Alpha class’s final
immersion (see Appendix R). Zeppos recalled,
I said, “You guys have to finish your dissertation, you’re going to make me so
mad if you don’t finish.” . . . I said, “Look, I’ll even have you come to my house,
anybody that finishes, but you have to finish. You’re not welcome to my house
unless you finish.”
The doctoral reception became a staple of the commencement weekend for students, their
families, and the doctoral program faculty.
Hooding ceremony. The second component of commencement weekend was the
hooding ceremony (see Appendix AF). According to the Brandman University website,
the School of Education holds the hooding ceremony annually to “Honor doctoral
graduates and celebrate the successful completion of their studies. The Doctoral Hooding
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Ceremony is in addition to and does not replace the University Commencement”
(Brandman University, n.d.-c). The ticketed event is similar to commencement in that all
faculty and graduates participate dressed in regalia and graduates are recognized
individually. However, the event is more personalized than the formal commencement
ceremony. The Brandman University (n.d.-c) website explains that during the hooding
ceremony each graduate is called to the stage where the Dean of the School of Education
places the doctoral hood over each graduate’s head “signifying his or her success in
completing the doctoral program.” Each graduate is then given one minute to address
the assembly regarding his or her experience. Cote confirmed the importance of the
hooding ceremony, saying, “To me, the hooding is very symbolic. That process is very
personal as opposed to just walking across the stage, which is what I did, and taking a
picture.”
Faculty members concurred that the hooding and graduation ceremonies are
deeply symbolic elements of completion of the doctoral process. Ainsworth explained
that both the hooding ceremony and the graduation ceremony are quite moving. He
noted the commencement weekend’s activities as his most memorable experiences in the
program: “The hooding ceremony especially, but that whole graduation weekend is really
the culmination of that experience.”
Graduation. The third and final ritual of commencement weekend is the
graduation ceremony itself, which is held on the Chapman University campus on a
Sunday evening in May each year. Zeppos explained that the graduation ceremony was a
critical component to the symbolic aspect of the EdD experience. She noted, “If you go
back and look at the tapes of commencement across the stage, there was not one student I
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didn’t hug on the stage. That was true.” Zeppos further recalled the exuberance of the
doctoral graduates during the graduation ceremony; they would cheer for every mention
of the School of Education as well as for Dean Zeppos and Associate Dean White. As
Zeppos had designed, her hug to each graduate during the graduation ceremony
symbolized the closing book-end of their doctoral journey, which had begun with her
handshake at the doctoral program boot camp during their first immersion.
Innovation Through Continuous Improvement
The intentional focus on systematic evaluation, change, and improvement is a
hallmark of the Brandman doctoral program. From the data collected through end-ofcourse surveys, to the feedback solicited at the conclusion of each day of immersion, the
program is structured to engage in the cycle of continuous improvement. Alanis shared,
What I have seen is the program get better and better each year. . . . We reevaluate
the program each and every year to take a look at what we did well, what we
could do better, and the things that we should continue to do and we’re not afraid
of change.
In fact, Alanis noted that the faculty and staff actually embrace change because it is the
source of the program’s success. However, this process of reflective and systematic
evaluation and refinement has itself evolved over the 6 years of program implementation.
Improving Continuous Improvement
Ainsworth reflected that the program “went through that initial entrepreneurial
phase of everybody’s just creating things on the fly. The first immersions are like crazy
making. People were doing stuff by the seat of their pants.” Ainsworth noted the
contrast between those earlier, more chaotic years and the more recent years of the
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program, saying that the program transitioned to a “much more deliberate, mature kind of
operation in year 3 where they really looked back at what had happened, and what needed
to happen next so the development of the program became more measured.” With a solid
foundation of the program’s core components in place, faculty and staff were able to
move away from operating in survival mode. Ainsworth noted that rather than having to
continually create things, the focus of the team turned to questions of improvement and
refinement. He observed that, over time, “growth has been more deliberate and
incremental compared to the gush of things that had to happen to create a new program.”
During the initial phase of the program, the evaluation and revision processes
were limited in scope. However, Goodman noted that eventually the focus on revision
expanded to include all elements of the program. She explained that now “its students
have a voice, it’s the food, it’s the temperature of the room, it’s the use of technology.
Every time there’s an Immersion, there’s another layer of innovation, another layer of
excellence, another layer of support.” In alignment with change theory, Larick explained
that every organization must undergo a consistent evolutionary process of innovation or
risk normalizing and then declining. To that point, Alanis noted that not only does the
Brandman doctoral program embrace change, it has the unique capacity to implement
change immediately and moves swiftly to implement changes that will increase the
student learning experience or better address workforce needs. Similarly, Goodman
noted, “They constantly again looked at that continuous improvement, that Kaizen. They
don’t let go of anything. They just make what they’ve had better.”
Refining the coursework. From the program’s inception, there was a focus on
ensuring that the coursework was innovative, relevant, and engaging. In order to ensure
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that each course maintains a level of excellence, a course custodian is assigned. It is the
responsibility of the course custodian to engage the faculty in a full review and revision
of each course annually. Larick shared that the faculty use the student evaluation data to
inform their systematic review of each course. Larick explained that they ask
themselves,
“Where do we need to improve? Where do we need to change? What do we need
to add to keep it current?” And then make those changes. So, every course
changes every year. I think those things make what we’re doing different.
Refining professional development. In addition to refining the coursework
annually, the Brandman faculty and staff use the same reflective model to evaluate and
refine all other elements of the program, such as immersion activities, recruitment,
onboarding, and professional development exercises. Ainsworth noted that there is
“more emphasis placed now on training of instructors, and that’s both a Brandman thing
and a doctoral program thing.” As an example of the lack of training provided in the
early years, Ainsworth shared, “We had people, we were just shoving them into roles
originally and they didn’t know how to work Adobe you know? That’s me. I mean that
happened to me. ‘Here, run a webinar.’ Okay. But with no training.” However, as the
program structures improved, trainings such as the instructor certification course became
available to all instructors. Overall, Goodman shared that the research-based change
model implemented by the doctoral program faculty and staff “has increased everything
about the program. I told my Thetas yesterday, ‘You are so lucky. You’re getting the
best. You’re getting the best, because you’re at Brandman’s continuous improvement.’”
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Barriers to Continuous Improvement
As is true of all organizations, the Brandman doctoral program faces barriers and
challenges to the process of continuous improvement. White described the challenge of
continually identifying the program’s next step. She shared that the faculty is always
asking,
How can we do better? How can we take what we’ve got, which is pretty darn
good, and make it even better? What are the trends? What’s perking out there on
the horizon, and how do we get ourselves and our students ready for that?
Similarly, Pendley noted that because the program is currently in a very good position,
“The only barriers would be barriers we create ourselves by not staying vigilant, and
maybe that would be what I would say . . . a potential barrier is us becoming satisfied
with good and not continuing to strive for great.”
Summary
Chapter IV presented and analyzed the data obtained through this historical study.
Qualitative data obtained from eight key leaders in the Brandman doctoral program who
volunteered for an interview were presented for each individual research question.
Interrater reliability was obtained to ensure the validity and reliability of the coded
interview responses. The qualitative interview data were reported in terms of the
frequency of the coded responses.
The key leaders in the doctoral program who participated in the interviews
produced a total of 952 codes from the following five domains combined: structural
frame, human resource frame, political frame, symbolic frame, and frame of perceived
greatest impact. The participants illustrated the importance of each frame in the concept,
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design, and implementation of the doctoral program. Many of the factors and decisions
considered show up in multiple frames. While all four frames were demonstrated to have
great impact on the program, the human resource frame was named most frequently by
participants as the frame with the greatest impact. Likewise, when talking about the
importance of relationships as a driving force in the program, the intensity of the passion
discussed by all eight interview participants was larger than could be captured by the
coding.
This was followed with a historical narrative telling the story of the doctoral
program in the words of the key leaders involved in the concept, design, and
implementation of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership using four frames—structural, human resource, political, and symbolic—
established in the work of Bolman and Deal (2017). Finally, a historical narrative on the
evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership
from 2013 to 2017 was included. This was developed by the peer researcher as part of
this thematic study and was included in this study to provide the reader the benefit of
continuity.
Chapter IV reported the detailed qualitative data results on the research findings
of this study and a historical narrative told in the words of the key leaders. Chapter V
reports the findings in greater detail, weaving them together to determine major findings,
unexpected findings, and conclusions. These conclusions lead the reader to implications
for actions and recommendations for further research. Chapter V ends with concluding
remarks and reflections.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview
Chapter V begins with an overview of the research study, the purpose statement,
research questions, methodology, population, and sample. The chapter then describes
major findings, unexpected findings, and conclusions. Chapter V concludes with
implications for action, recommendations for further research, and closing remarks and
reflections.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this historical research study was to document the development of
the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman University from concept
and design to implementation with the Alpha cohort of 2012. In addition, it was the
purpose of this study to chronicle the decisions that guided program development and the
factors that influenced key leaders and decisions from an innovation perspective of
Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four-frame model of structural, human resource, political, and
symbolic frames.
Research Questions
1. What were the key structural factors and decisions that led to the creation and
evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership?
2. What were the key human resource factors and decisions that led to the creation and
evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership?
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3. What were the key political factors and decisions that led to the creation and evolution
of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?
4. What were the key symbolic factors and decisions that led to the creation and evolution
of the Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?
5. What frame or combination of frames do the participants perceive had the greatest
impact on the creation and development of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?
Methodology
This study utilized a historical research design. A historical study is explained by
Gottschalk (1951) as a powerful research methodology, which provides a critical
examination, analysis, and documentation of the past. This account and analysis will
enable the reader to understand past experiences, factors considered, and decisions made
by key leaders in the Brandman University doctoral program.
To collect qualitative interview data, the researcher conducted semistructured
interviews with eight key leaders involved in the concept, design, and implementation of
the Brandman doctoral program. A protocol titled Brandman University Doctoral
Program History Interview Protocol Script and Interview Questions (Appendix F)
developed by the peer researchers and faculty guided the interviews. This interview
protocol included questions related to each of the four frames—structural, human
resource, political, and symbolic—established in the work of Bolman and Deal (2017).
In addition, artifacts and relics were examined, which included internal and external
documents, photographs, reports, and objects.

264

Population and Sample
The overall population for this study consisted of 178 individuals, including the
34 administrators, 27 campus directors, 99 faculty members, and 18 board members who
worked for Brandman University during the time of the concept, design, and
implementation of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership with the Alpha
Cohort of 2012 (Brandman University, n.d.-a, n.d.-e, 2013). The population was
narrowed to a target population of 10 key leaders who worked at Brandman and were
directly involved in the concept, design, and implementation of the Brandman Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership. The study sample was identified to be the same
as the target population, that is, key leaders who were directly involved in the concept,
design, and implementation of the Brandman Doctoral Program in Organizational
Leadership with the Alpha cohort of 2012. Of the 10 key leaders identified for the
sample, 8 agreed to participate in the study. As is common with a historical research
design, which includes in-depth interviews, snowball sampling was utilized. This method
allowed for the identification of information-rich interviewees with a range of
perspectives on the program creation and development (Patton, 2015).
Major Findings
The following are the five major findings that emerged from the data collection
and analysis of participant interviews and review of artifacts and relics. The major
findings from this study parallel much of the literature on innovation and multiframe
thinking and are organized by research question.
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Major Finding 1: Crucial Structural Factors and Decisions Are Those Aligned to
Fervently Held Core Values
The first research question asked, “What were the key structural factors and
decisions that led to the creation and evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?” Crucial structural factors and decisions in the
design of the Brandman doctoral program were those that aligned to fervently held core
values of the team. Initial structures that emerged as the program’s goals and strategies
served as the architecture on which all aspects of the program were developed. These
structures included (a) attention to dissertation from the beginning of the program,
(b) intentional cohort design, (c) the design of immersions, (d) the transformational
change project, (e) the connectedness of the program, and (f) the application of theory to
practice through field-based work in each class. Along these same lines, key initial
structures were those created to solicit input from a range of internal and external
stakeholders in order to ensure that the program design aligned with marketplace
demands while also serving the purpose of building personalized interest in the program
and gathering supporters to ensure program relevance.
Essential to recognizing the importance of these initial structures, goals, and
strategies is the understanding that while the specific structures were conceived of during
the program’s design, not one concept of the essentialness of these structures emerged by
chance. Quite the opposite, each of the initial structures in the design of Brandman’s
doctoral program was intentionally crafted as a vital component of the mission to create a
more relevant and nontraditional doctorate. This notion of creating structures that did not
look like those that existed in traditional doctoral programs was spoken about by

266

interviewees with a purpose-driven passion. Respectively, structures that were not
central to core beliefs were initially loosely developed without much formal attention.
Throughout the interviews, participants reflected on structures in traditional
doctoral programs that they saw as having little relevance to developing leadership
qualities, such as comprehensive exams where information was regurgitated, or a culture
of competitiveness where students were told to look around and know that only half of
the students would still be in the room at commencement. As participants reflected on
these structures, they spoke of their desire to improve doctoral education as a means of
ultimately making an impact on the world through the development of leaders with the
skills that organizations needed in the fast-changing marketplace of today and tomorrow.
All interviewees conveyed with passion how this desire was their soul-driven purpose
and the driving force behind their commitment to do whatever it would take to create a
different kind of doctoral program.
These findings are consistent with Bolman and Deal (2017), Collins and Hansen
(2011), and Collins and Porras (1996). Collins and Hansen (2011) described how
organizational goals can be uniquely supported by the architecture created in an
organization. Expanding on the role of the structural frame, Bolman and Deal (2017)
explained that while the structural frame sets parameters around actions an organization
will take, strategic loose or tight design can be created for mission alignment. Moreover,
Collins and Porras (1996) maintained that having a clear structural plan for advancing
into a changeable future while simultaneously remaining enduringly resolute about core
purpose and values is central to the achievement of organizational innovation.
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This steadfast commitment to core ideology was further described by Collins and
Porras (2002) as best occurring when leaders can structurally materialize “what was in
their gut, what was bone deep” (p. 76). Participants in this study articulated this
commitment to core ideology as foundational in the building of the program. Christine
Zeppos described the original idea for the doctoral program as an idea that was “in my
belly . . . to build what’s needed and also build it in a way that people were attracted to it
in a visceral way.” A similar expression of gut-level commitment was shared by
Kimberly Greene who described the program as a “passion project” saying
transformation and innovation were in “the oxygen we were breathing.” In the creation
of the Brandman program, the core belief and moral imperative to create an innovative
and nontraditional doctorate permeated the initial structures that were developed.
Major Finding 2: Relationships Are Critical
The second research question asked, “What were the key human resource factors
and decisions that led to the creation and evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?” Critical human resource factors and decisions
in the design of the Brandman doctoral program were rooted in strong and intertwined
preestablished relationships built on trust, respect, shared core values, and a shared
vision. These relationships were described by participants across the following themes:
(a) Prior established relationships allowed us to tap on the shoulder for staff recruitment;
(b) prior professional relationships were critical for initial program concept and
development; (c) recruitment was personal and students are like family; (d) the doctoral
program is relationship focused and that is distinguishing; (e) a high level of respect and
caring exists among faculty; (f) high trust allowed faculty to develop the program and get
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the resources needed; (g) the reputation of faculty in the state and connections to
statewide networks lent credibility to a no name program; and (h) the strongest
relationships are those developed in the cohort which is like a family.
Central to appreciating the significance of relationships in the successful design
and implementation of the doctoral program is recognizing the distinguishing role
relationships played in the eyes of study participants. Interview participants painted a
picture of a group of people who were united by their shared past and envisioned future
with a collective commitment to a shared mission. Over and over again, participants
stated that the program was able to be designed and implemented with such
innovativeness and speed because of relationships. This idea was conveyed by Keith
Larick:
That wouldn’t have made this easy had there not been some longstanding
relationships between people. You can’t wipe out my knowing Dr. White 40
some years, and having worked with her in some really tough, tough issues when
we were superintendents. And we knew what to expect from one another, and we
knew that we would disagree with one another, but would never interfere with
how we cared about one another or the high regard we had for each other, both as
leaders and as doctoral faculty. So I don’t know how you cause that to happen in
a lot of universities. This one was intentional and I’m not sure in most
universities that the people you bring together this is intentional as this was.
Furthermore, the theme of relationships being foundational to program design was
not unique to the human resource frame. Rather, the vital nature of relationships in the
design of the doctoral program as a theme transcended all four frames and was named
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most frequently by participants as the most critical frame. As participants reflected on
the importance of relationships, they described the role relationships played in all aspects
of program design from recruiting faculty to developing a common vision, and
ultimately, in successful program implementation. Pat Ainsworth described the
importance of relationships the doctoral team held with one another:
Their networks with people were critical because they tapped us on the shoulder,
people like me, and we responded just based on good faith, just based on our
relationships. Otherwise I think it would be nearly impossible to pull this off,
especially the first couple of years. If you didn’t get people in there that had an
idea of who these people were, to trust them, and had a common experience. So
many of us had the La Verne experience. We were able to import some good
parts of that in here. I don’t think that would have happened otherwise. I think it
would probably have floundered.
In the design of the Brandman program, these elements of innovation and change
that take a long runway to develop had been developed over time through the powerful
network of relationships that existed. As such, the team that emerged at Brandman was
ready to hit the ground running, having shared trust and in essence, having moved
through the varied change processes required to successfully launch innovation. Tamerin
Capellino described her perspective on the role of relationships in the program’s
development in a manner that allows the reader to see the interweaving web of strength
that existed:
We all had our people; they were willing to do anything we asked of them,
because those initial instructors and cohort mentors did far more than you would
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ever expect someone to do, given the pay that they were receiving. They were
willing to do it because of relationships they had with us. . . . We knew these
people had a vision for what we were doing. A lot of the people did come from
University of La Verne. There’s no doubt. You can’t talk about Brandman EdD
program without there being a heavy undertone that University of La Verne
influenced it, obviously. But a lot of our instructors and cohort mentors graduated
from La Verne or taught at La Verne. So a lot of the vision and mission pieces,
there’s definitely overlap. So people kind of already understood what we were
going for without having to go through all the training. They kind of already got
it and they were willing to do whatever because of the relationship.
Participants also described regard for one another that was so personal that they
were honored to work alongside one another, had deep trust in each other, and would do
anything for each other. Ainsworth shared this deep regard that the individuals involved
in the design and implementation of the doctoral program had for one another:
How did I get here with all of these legendary, incredibly talented people? I mean
it’s hard to describe for me. I mean you get in that room with everybody, and
you’re with people like Walt Buster who, he’s like a legend. I mean he is, and
other people, and you think, “Oh, I’m embraced as one of them.”
Similarly, the literature from Tarde (1903), Kotter (2014), and D. Anderson and
Ackerman Anderson (2010) supported the importance of relationships in innovation.
From the earliest diffusion of innovation research published in 1903 by seminal
researcher Tarde, the innovation process was defined as a social process of interpersonal
communication networks. Similarly, Kotter (2014) described innovation and the
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launching of organizational change through a series of steps, each rooted in a human and
relational element, from creating a sense of urgency and forming powerful coalitions to
developing a vision, communicating, and empowering action. Along the same lines,
D. Anderson and Ackerman Anderson (2010) described innovation and change through a
comprehensive model, which incorporates at its core three elements of content, people,
and process that work in an integrated manner, noting the human and relational role at the
core of successful change.
Major Finding 3: Innovation Requires Resources and Removal of Barriers
The third research question asked, “What were the key political factors and
decisions that led to the creation and evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?” Key political factors and decisions in the design
of the Brandman doctoral program were those that utilized acumen related to the diverse
interests, values, beliefs, behaviors, and skills that existed in order to leverage power and
resources. The power and resources leveraged within the university created the
conditions and provided the resources with which the program would be formed. Key
political interests, values, and behaviors included (a) Dean Zeppos saw the need for the
program and successfully advocated for administrative approval; (b) starting the program
way larger than anticipated created challenges; (c) using existing faculty from the School
of Education and Business required a need to grow understanding of staff around the
vision; (d) organizations wanted the next generation of leaders who could lead change;
(e) the budget was largely unknown and required advocacy for each initiative even
though the program was a money maker; and (f) the doctoral team had complete support
from the dean and was able to move fast to create the program without many barriers.
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Leveraging of resources was strategically pursued through utilizing the influence of key
external stakeholders throughout the state and the relational trust between the founding
dean and university administration.
Central to appreciating the essential nature of these political themes is recognizing
that while the program’s vision was strong and the team was ready to do the heavy lifting
required to design and launch the program, without the necessary resources, the doctoral
program would not have come into existence. While this necessity of having access to
resources exists in all organizations, in the creation of a new and innovative program, it is
critical that the team leading the innovation is afforded the time, space, and resources to
create in a manner distinctive from that required for business as usual. Moreover, the
type of relational recruiting and outreach done by the Brandman team required a higher
resource allocation initially than would be required with more traditional impersonal
recruitment.
In reflecting on the role of political factors considered and decisions made in the
design of the doctoral program, interview participants expressed that they had the
unequivocal backing of the dean to advocate for resources, to shield the team from
politics, and to ensure the team could devote steadfast attention to program development.
Participants professed that these were the principal factors that allowed them to move
swiftly in program development unrestricted by institutional politics. In further
describing the allocation of resources in initial program development and
implementation, participants oscillated between pronouncements that they had the
resources needed, and sharing examples of the many ways the program was underresourced. Underlying this juxtaposition were accounts of being supported with
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resources aligned to the initial program plan for 24 students in the first year of the
program, without adequate adjustment of resources to meet the burgeoning inaugural
class of 115 students.
Findings in the political frame align with the research of Bolman and Deal (2017),
Jackall (2010), Kotter (1982), Mann (2013), Pfeffer (1981, 1992). Jackall (2010), Kotter
(1982), and Mann (2013) described that by nature organizations are coalitions of factions
competing for scarce resources. Correspondingly, Bolman and Deal (2017) described
how gaining access to necessary power sources, including but not limited to financial
resources, is key to organizational success. Similarly, Kotter (1982) and Pfeffer (1981,
1992) described how the ability to leverage resources and persuade individuals toward
backing certain positions in an organization is often based on relationships and influence.
This persuasion of individuals to support the doctoral program was described by White:
We had to use influence to help to create a receptivity in the minds of a lot of
people that, yes, we should put money, resources, time, energy, reputation . . . on
the line here to get a doctoral program up and running. . . . One of the ways that
we did that is to get leaders in the community involved in shaping the program.
They were excited about what we were going to produce, because they knew it
was nothing like what was around us. So, the leaders in the community . . . When
you can go to the powers that be, the board of regents, and say, “Yes, we had 25
college presidents, superintendents, assistant superintendents . . . All of these
people think this is what we need,” then that mitigates the natural resistance to
“We don’t have the money. We don’t have the resources. We don’t have the
staff.”
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Major Finding 4: A Culture of ‘Do Whatever It Takes’
The fourth research question asked, “What were the key symbolic factors and
decisions that led to the creation and evolution of the Brandman University Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership?” Essential symbolic factors and decisions that
led to the creation of the Brandman doctoral program were those that aligned to the
conviction shared by doctoral team members to create a culture based on relationships.
Not only was this relational culture one of the program’s strongest innovations shaping
the beliefs, values, and norms of students and faculty, but it also served as the basis for
stories, rituals, play, and ceremony that emerged. Initial symbolic themes included
(a) the culture was intentionally designed as inclusive with students and staff standing
side by side and with students being supported to complete the program; (b) the program
culture was designed to start with the end in mind; (c) key to culture were rituals such as
immersion and immersion events including community builders, the political rally,
innovation tournament, transformation change project, change symposium, final
luncheon, and the passing of the torch from one class to the next class. Also strong
symbolic themes included play, such as that with the mannequin EdDy, and stories
including the initial account about how the Brandman program idea was based in many
ways on the La Verne program model as well as a desire to improve doctoral education
and create the leader’s needed in today’s ever-changing organizations.
Key to the development of the culture, stories, rituals, play, and ceremony is the
understanding that everything about the culture was linked to the fervently held values of
the doctoral team, while the specific form that these elements took was a mix of
intentional design and natural emergence. Study participants spoke vehemently about the
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culture of competitiveness in traditional doctoral programs where survival of the fittest is
the norm with faculty standing on pedestals above students. They shared that in the
mission to create a new kind of doctorate, the Brandman team intended to abolish this
outdated culture and create a culture of cooperation and inclusiveness. In addition, many
study participants had experience at the University of La Verne doctoral program, which
started as innovative and became more traditional over time. Participants expressed a
desire to take lessons learned at La Verne and build an even better doctoral program at
Brandman with a culture rooted in innovation that persisted over time.
Throughout the interviews, participants also reflected on the serious nature of the
symbolic elements of story, ritual, and ceremony in traditional doctoral programs and the
desire to turn these elements upside down at Brandman with a culture of relationships
first and an infusion of play. As participants reflected on these symbolic elements, they
spoke of a shared commitment to model for students the leadership qualities and skills
that would be needed to lead transformational change in today’s ever-changing
organizations, which included a balance of seriousness about the work with a playfulness
in the approach and relationships.
Zeppos reflected on the symbolic frame stating, “It’s the one I love talking about
the most, and I think it’s the one that makes all the other parts come to life in different
ways.” This importance of the symbolic frame is supported by Kotter and Heskett (2011)
who argued that with the multitude of challenges presented in modern organizational life,
it is the symbolic frame that helps people anchor hope and find purpose. Bolman and
Deal (2017) affirmed this view stating that when culture, stories, rituals, play, and
ceremony are designed well they unite the organization by leaving room for varied
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interpretations of events so each person can relate to the meaning in a manner that
resonates with their core purpose.
Major Finding 5: All Four Frames Matter, Yet the Human Resource Frame Was
Key
The fifth research question asked, “What frame or combination of frames do the
participants perceive had the greatest impact on the creation and development of the
Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?” Each of the four
frames—structural, human resource, political, and symbolic—established in the work of
Bolman and Deal (2017) were found to be crucial in the factors considered and decisions
made in the concept, design, and implementation of the Brandman University doctoral
program. The qualitative data showed that each domain was considered of high
importance with a total of 938 codes being distributed across the four frames, with 262
codes for the structural frame, 255 codes for the human resource frame, 214 codes for the
political frame, and 207 codes for the symbolic frame. Interview participants discussed
factors related to individual frames, expressed how the frames intertwined, and how
multiframe thinking was vital. White said,
I think it’s a combination really. As I look at all of [the four frames], it’s hard to
pick out one, because I think the structure of the program has a lot to do with its
success, the fact that it produces the convenience and flexibility of being online,
but at the same time has the personal connection, the face-to-face, the support of
cohorts and immersion and webinars. At the same time, the human resources are
. . . I mean, our faculty’s amazing and structures, our cohort mentors. You know
with the cohort mentors every time . . . Oh, yeah, big applause, and the rest of us
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chopped liver. But, yeah. I think the human resources . . . I mean, that has to be
really probably the focal point because, without the human beings, all the
structure would be meaningless. So, probably, if I guess I were to pick one, it
would be the human resources. But, again, without political influence, without
being able to really navigate your way through all the political stuff that goes on
in any organization, you could turn this program upside down in a heartbeat. The
symbolic elements I think are what grabs people’s imagination and heart. Yeah.
So, it’s a combination. But I think probably the most important is the human
resources.
Ryder expressed that idea that the human resource frame was the most critical in
the design of the Brandman program. When asked what frame was most critical, Ryder
said,
The core team, you have four people, I think. I think that it wasn’t anything else.
. . . It was Pat with her vision, and it was her pulling these three people together
who rolled their sleeves up and made it happen. I think that is the combination
that I think has had the greatest impact of the launch. It couldn’t have been done
without those four people, and they were knowledgeable, talented, smart, hardworking, and Zeppos was there being the cheerleader. You know, go get them, go
get them, and she was always here.
This critical nature of the human resource frame was shared in this way by Larick:
The greatest impact simply were the people we’ve brought into the program. . . .
We recruited so many people out of La Verne program. . . . But the people we
brought in just came with incredible and not only skills but attitude and
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commitment to wanting to do it. For the most part, people are not there for a
salary, they’re not there for a job. All those cohort mentors could be out
consulting, making an awful lot more money, but they enjoy being there and
teaching and making a contribution and seeing those people graduate and go back
out and do good things and that’s really our legacy. So how long should you do
it? When we’re finished we’ll have a legacy of hundreds if not thousands of
people out there as leaders. And that attitude that everybody brought I think was
the core of what kept everything going, particularly the first and second year, just
great people.
In that way, while each of the four frames was critical to the development of the
Brandman doctoral program, one of the greatest innovations in the design was the way a
team came together who shared a common commitment and would do anything to
achieve the goal of developing the next generation of leaders needed in the marketplace
to ultimately have broad influence on changing the world, just as expressed in the
original vision of Zeppos.
Unexpected Findings
In addition to the five major findings that surfaced from data analysis, three
unexpected findings emerged. While unexpected to the researcher, these three findings
are at the core of the Brandman doctoral program’s story. They are linked to the critical
nature of the human resource frame in the program’s design and the commitment of the
faculty to this program at all costs.
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Unexpected Finding 1: Small Number of Faculty Who Designed and Launched the
Brandman Doctoral Program
It was unexpected to find out that basically a team of four core faculty were
involved in the initial concept and design of the Brandman doctoral program. Founding
Dean Zeppos had the initial vision for the program and was intimately involved with
many facets of program concept and design. Associate Dean White and her initial team
of Greene and Capellino were involved in all facets of program design including but not
limited to developing syllabi, courses, WASC substantive change information, securing
internal and external input, and faculty and cohort mentor recruitment. While they did
enlist faculty from the School of Business and School of Education, that was on a limited
basis. After the first year of development, prior to program launch, Larick joined the
team and supported the final design elements initially prior to shifting his focus to
building out structures required for dissertation processes such as Institutional Board
Review and securing dissertation chairs. This small team of individuals successfully
designed a doctoral program from an idea to implementation in record time and for a
substantially sized inaugural class.
Unexpected Finding 2: Size of Inaugural Class Compared to Original Projections
A second unexpected finding was the size of the inaugural class that applied to
and was accepted to the doctoral program compared to original projections of students in
the first, second, and third years of the program. The Brandman doctoral program, a new
no-name program projected enrolling 24 students in the first year with three cohorts, with
an additional 16 students the second and third years. The program was imagined with
slow and incremental enrollment with some students completing the program in their
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third year, keeping overall program numbers at 42 students. All resources allocated for
the program were based on these projections. Then recruitment happened and the
Brandman team was able to recruit such a large number of students that they made the
decision to enroll an inaugural class of 115 students. While this was exciting, it also
placed tremendous pressure on the team to form cohorts throughout the state, to hire
faulty and cohort mentors to support a program of this size, to train staff in the program
vision and courses, and to scale up in a way that was unanticipated.
Unexpected Finding 3: Depth of Personal Commitment to Program Vision
A third unexpected finding, which provides the context for the two prior
unexpected findings, was the depth of personal commitment to the vision of the doctoral
program. As participants spoke about the program, their passion and connection
transcended the program mission to “develop visionary leaders who are creative agents of
change in transforming their diverse organizations through collaboration, innovation,
positive influence, strategic thinking and a profound commitment to lifelong learning”
(Watermark Insights, 2011, p. 2). Participants voiced a depth of connection to the
program that was linked to the core of who they are as people and how they see the
world. All participants expressed in many different ways that they would go to any
length to develop the next generation of leaders needed by organizations as a personal
path to purpose and to ultimately change the world. The researcher was left with the gutlevel understanding that for each member of the doctoral team, their work in the
Brandman doctoral program presented an opportunity to bring together all parts of a
highly successful career in a way that completed them as professionals and as humans
with one lifetime to impact the world.
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Conclusions
In this section, four conclusions are presented, one for each frame: structural,
human resource, political, and symbolic.
Conclusion 1: Leaders of Organizational Innovation Must Develop Structures Based
on Well-Articulated and Fervently Held Core Values
It is concluded that educational institutions that effectively lead innovation must
initially develop structures that are aligned with fervently held core values. These
institutions must also limit structures initially that are not essential to propelling the
innovation forward. This intentional balance of loose and tight structures allows the
organization to focus on the mission while not being constrained by structures that can be
developed later in the growth cycle of the innovation.
This idea of not being constrained by traditional structures was expressed by
Capellino,
From an innovation standpoint, Brandman is fantastic like that, because especially
back in the day, they had just split from Chapman . . . they didn’t have fully
developed systems, we could use that to our advantage and really push the
envelope in certain areas, because there was nothing to say we couldn’t do it.
This view is supported by Ginsberg (2011) in his book, The Fall of the Faculty: The Rise
of the All-Administrative University and Why It Matters. Ginsberg pointed to the increase
in university bureaucracy including formal structures, rules, and regulations as
responsible for stifling innovation and diverting focus from the core mission of the
university to a focus on the perpetuation of the institution. He argued that for universities
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to fulfill their stated mission, faculty must have the freedom and resources to innovate
with a pursuit of the core mission unencumbered by formal structures.
Conclusion 2: Strong Preestablished Relationships are Foundational to Effective
Innovation at the Fast Pace Demanded by Today’s Organizations
It is concluded that doctoral faculty teams that have strong preestablished
relationships built on trust and high regard will be able to innovate with an effectiveness
and speed not commonly accomplished. The significance that strong relationships in a
team can serve in creating an innovative program is not only providing the foundation of
trust and respect, but also providing the network that the shared vision, understandings,
and commitments developed within based on a history of shared experiences. Strong
relationships develop trust which is the essential building block of risk and innovation.
With innovation comes risk and trust mitigates that.
In reflecting on the role of relationships in the innovative design of the Brandman
doctoral program, Capellino said it best,
The fact that there was this web of relationships intertwining was key to the initial
development. I think if you just plucked five random people and said, “Here, go
do this,” I don’t think we would have been able to do it, especially not do it as
quickly. . . . The whole program was built from relationships.
In addition, the many facets of the change process required to design and launch
an innovative doctoral program can be developed over time among an interweaving
network of practitioners in the field as preparation for the work that lies ahead. This idea
of people being prepared for change is foundational to the work of D. Anderson and
Ackerman Anderson (2001) who argued that people are more likely to successfully
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innovate and change when they have had time to consider the change, engage in the
planning, and deeply understand the change. Correspondingly, the critical role of the
human resources lens and relational trust as foundational to change is supported across
theoretical frameworks developed by Collins and Porras (1996), Kotter (2014), KublerRoss (1969), and Rogers (1962).
Conclusion 3: Resources and Removal of Barriers Are Foundational to Effective
and Swift Innovation
It is concluded that teams involved in the concept, development, or
implementation of innovative programs in higher education will be most effective and
expeditious whilst shielded from political factors and granted approval to maintain a
resolute focus on the innovation. This is best accomplished when the leader who is
initially the key innovator continues to carry the vision while shifting into a role of
running interference while allowing a team to carry out the vision.
Ryder expressed the way this materialized in design of the Brandman program,
Dr. Zeppos was in the fringe, you know “Do whatever you want to do. Do
whatever you want to do just let me know if you need any resources, any money,
anything like that.” She was very good at getting what we needed. What we
asked for she would go up and she would knock on the door, and it seems like she
always had waved a magic wand and got us what we needed.
Conclusion 4: An Inclusive Culture is Essential for the Modeling of Leadership
Needed in Today’s Organizations
Institutions of higher education must be relentless in their pursuit of shedding the
traditional cultures that have long been looked up to in higher education for being
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exclusive and competitive. It is concluded that in order to effectively lead an innovative
program of organizational leadership, universities must be intentional about designing a
culture that is inclusive and models effective transformational leadership tenets.
University doctoral program personnel and university administration must shift the
culture of priding themselves on low completion rates and competitiveness and rather
must embrace a culture of cooperation, consistent with the type of leadership needed in
today’s ever-changing organizations.
This idea of creating a cooperative and inclusive culture where faculty support
students was expressed by Pendley, “We really believe that our students are colleagues.
They’re not beneath us. They’re beside us, and we’re all learning together.” This view is
supported by Bolman and Deal (2017) who pointed to the need to confirm that the culture
of the organization is in line with the current needs of the marketplace. The importance
of developing a culture in line with the current market needs and rich with symbols was
expressed by all interview participants. Pendley expressed,
The relationship between the faculty and the students is closer and more collegial
than I’ve seen it. In other places, you’re faculty or you’re a student. I don’t know
if I want to say there’s a divide, but we didn’t want that . . . we shouldn’t stand
over here and you over there, we should stand beside you.
Similarly, Ainsworth reflected on the culture that was developed in the Brandman
program, pointing to a juxtaposition of “demonstrating a level of importance and
seriousness, and at the same time of love and caring.” This was summed up by Zeppos
who referred to the symbolic frame, including the culture and the stories, rituals, play,
and ceremonies as truly making the Brandman program unique.
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Implications for Action
This study serves as a model for institutions of higher education, doctoral
programs, organizational leaders, and policy makers. The study supports the role that
innovation plays in the development of relevant university programs that meet
marketplace need. This study demonstrates that innovation and using multiframe
thinking is critical in the development of innovative higher education programs. Based
on the findings produced from this historical research study, the following are
implications for action.
Implications for Action 1: Allow for Flexibility in Adherence to Structures That are
not Mission Aligned to Core Values
It is recommended that administration in institutions of higher education prioritize
core values as the lever that all required program structures are weighed against to
support deans in leading innovative program design. This is particularly crucial in
leadership programs at the doctoral level that are focused on developing the leaders
needed in tomorrow’s world. Specific steps to allow for necessary flexibility include
university administration revising existing program approval processes to concentrate on
alignment between program design and stated core values; and as a requirement of the
dean’s contract, the dean develops and presents a report to university administration as
part of their annual evaluation which specifies actions taken in the innovative program,
highlighting alignment between actions and stated core values. The report describes
actions taken, resource expenditures, and outcomes aligned to core values and identified
areas of misalignment to be addressed. The university administration should provide
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backing for the dean to focus on the innovation by allocating resources to actions aligned
to core values of the innovation through a clearly defined and easy to navigate process.
Given the study’s findings that educational institutions that effectively lead
innovation develop structures that are aligned with fervently held core values, university
administration must safeguard against conditions that impede this work. If university
administration does not eliminate requirements for deans to adhere strictly to tradition
and tight structures when designing programs in order to free up space to innovate, the
end result will be business as usual. Programs that set out to innovate will end up looking
like traditional programs already in existence and programs will continue to develop
leaders for tomorrow that have the skills needed in yesterday’s world.
Implication for Action 2: Flex Hiring Protocols for New Program Design to
Prioritize Teams With Preestablished Relationships
Pre-established relationships and the trust that comes from them must be central
in the hiring process design for universities, particularly in practitioner-based doctoral
level leadership programs such as an EdD in organizational leadership. As such, it is
essential that university administration eliminate hiring protocols that constrain the hiring
process to allow for the hiring of dynamic teams from the field who share a depth of trust,
respect, and a shared vision of the work to be done. To this end, deans of innovative
leadership doctoral programs should be required to maintain a continuous list of potential
future faculty. It is vital for the list to comprise key readiness and interest indicators of
potential future faculty including current role, potential development principal to success
as future university faculty, and on-going relationship building opportunities. Central to
this process, the dean develops and sustains relationships through university funded and
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supported involvement in statewide leadership organizations. In a relational manner, the
dean taps leaders on the shoulder and invites potential future faculty to consider joining
the team two to ten years in the future. This process allows for the development of a
pipeline of individuals to fill future positions, the hiring of dynamic teams, and the type
of shared trust that comes from pre-established relationships.
Implication for Action 3: Establish a Symbiotic Relationship With Senior-Level
Practitioners
It is recommended that the dean and lead program staff in higher education, and
particularly in doctoral programs of organizational leadership maintain a schedule of
participation in statewide leadership organizations to establish and maintain symbiotic
relationships with senior-level practitioners. The dean and lead program staff identify
key organizations in education and the business world to maintain a regular presence in
throughout the year. Leadership organizations should include high-level statewide
networks such as the exclusive California School Superintendent Leaders or California
Association of Healthcare and networks that serve underrepresented individuals in
leadership such as the African American School Administrators or National Association
for Female Executives. The dean and lead program staff must actively lead workshops in
these groups to bring prestige to the university program, and they must engage in
roundtable sessions to establish an up-to-date awareness of the emerging needs in the
field that originate from a strong connection to practitioners.
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Implication for Action 4: Ensure Teams Designing Innovative Programs Are
Permitted to Maintain a Steadfast Focus
It is recommended that university administration shield teams of faculty involved
in innovative program design from political factors in the organization thereby
safeguarding the team to maintain a resolute focus on the innovation. Since the
effectiveness and pace of innovation is dependent on steadfast focus by the team leading
the innovation, this shielding must be conducted by those who understand and have
successfully led innovation. As typically occurs in innovation, one person initially spurs
the innovation then moves into the role of relentless champion of the innovation while it
is grown by others in the organization (Wisdom et al., 2014). In higher education, this
champion must be a university administrator or dean who possess the political clout and
acumen to safeguard the team from sacrificing valuable time navigating organizational
politics, and who also serves as the liaison between university decision makers and the
team with boots on the ground. Furthermore, as seen in this study, the administrator
shielding the team must be invested and maintain involvement in the innovation to ensure
authentic feedback mechanisms that view the innovation in action. Additionally, the
administrator should be required to establish structures to collect periodic feedback
directly from the team regarding actions, outcomes, needs, and course adjustments related
to the innovation.
Implication for Action 5: Design an Inclusive Culture
In order to effectively lead an innovative program of organizational leadership
universities must intentionally design a culture that is inclusive and models the type of
leadership needed in today’s organizations. These institutions must be relentless in their

289

pursuit of shedding the traditional cultures that have long been looked up to in higher
education as exclusive. This includes leading an intentional cultural shift from pridebased competitiveness and low completion rates, to a resolute embracing of a culture of
cooperation where the core role of faculty is to support student success.
To ensure that universities are equipped to build an inclusive culture, university
administration must take specific steps to increase awareness of inclusivity and to
increase representation of diversity in program faculty and students. Specifically, to
build awareness, university administration must examine data on the diversity
represented in their state from a standpoint of key indicators including gender spectrum,
race, and age. In addition, university administration should examine this same data as it
relates to the faculty and students in their programs. This is especially crucial in
leadership programs to ensure that the leaders of tomorrow look like the people they are
leading. Furthermore, university administration must take steps to ensure that on-going
professional development focused on inclusivity is provided to all staff in order to
cultivate a culture where belief systems related to privilege are persistently examined. If
universities fail to take the steps needed to develop inclusive cultures, the fallacy of
yesteryear will prevail and institutions of higher education will continue to sort students
so that only the fittest survive, and they will continue to prepare leaders who do not look
like or represent the people they are serving.
Recommendations for Future Research
This historical research study investigated the factors considered and decisions
made in the concept, design, and implementation of the Brandman Doctoral Program in
Organizational Leadership through an innovation theory perspective. The following
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recommendations for future research are based on the results and conclusion of this
study. Brandman University’s doctoral program was designed as an innovative EdD
program that would serve the needs of today’s nontraditional adult learners with access to
excellence in education while also providing flexibility and creating relevance for careers
in the current market (Watermark Insights, 2011). A highly effective method for
developing the type of leadership skills necessary to lead organizational innovation is to
study the innovation that has come before (Drucker, 2014). Studying the lifespan in
successful innovative American university doctoral programs is essential to the existence
of such programs in the future and will provide leaders with an understanding of why the
past was shaped in a specific manner and what conditions fostered improvement. As
such, these recommendations for further research are intended to continue the crucial
work of extending the understanding of innovative programs at Brandman and in other
institutions. These studies may offer insights for educational innovation and
improvement.
Recommendation 1: Replicate This Study With a Focus on the Years From 2017 to
Present
It is recommended that a future historical study be conducted on Brandman’s
doctoral program from the years 2017 to the present day to focus on continued innovation
in the program and the possible development and implementation of a succession plan for
doctoral program leadership. Such a study has the potential to examine the continued
factors involved in maintaining innovation and in transferring the fervently held culture
of relationships, innovation, and commitment to continuous improvement to the next
generation of leaders in the program. This would provide a critical model of what does
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and does not work to maintain a culture of innovation as well as in succession planning
and implementation, which could serve as a guide to other institutions of higher
education facing similar challenges and opportunities.
Recommendation 2: Perspectives of Other Internal Stakeholders
It is recommended that a qualitative study be conducted with an emphasis on what
other internal stakeholders in the doctoral program recollect related to the factors
considered and decisions made in the design of the Brandman doctoral program. These
stakeholders could include students from each cohort, cohort mentors, university
administration, or support personal such as the technology department. While a small
team of initial faculty led the Brandman program, there were over 100 students in 2012
when the program launched, as well as a team of cohort mentors, university
administrators, clerical staff, and a technology team that supported the doctoral program
and other programs at the university. Understanding the perspectives of any one group of
these internal stakeholders related to the program’s innovative design would help key
leaders involved in program development understand how to be most effective in serving
their clientele.
Recommendation 3: Impact of the Program on Students
It is recommended that a mixed-methods study be conducted to discover if
Brandman EdD graduates possess skills, abilities, or qualities that set them apart from
their contemporaries who have graduated from more traditional programs. The mission
of the Brandman doctoral program states that graduates will be “visionary leaders who
are creative agents of change in transforming their diverse organizations through
collaboration, innovation, positive influence, strategic thinking and a profound
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commitment to lifelong learning” (Watermark Insights, 2011, p. 2). This study would
measure this intended outcome through the use of a survey examining specific leadership
qualities. In addition, qualitative interviews of those Brandman graduates and the people
with whom they work would uncover their perceptions on the impact of the Brandman
doctoral program on the ability of its graduates to provide leadership in their
organizations based on Bolman and Deal’s (2017) four frame model.
Recommendation 4: Impact of Graduates on the States of California and
Washington
It is recommended that a longitudinal study be conducted to investigate the extent
to which graduates of the program have contributed to change and improvement efforts in
the states of California and Washington. A primary goal of the Brandman doctoral
program is to develop leaders who have the skills to successfully lead transformational
change in organizations. With Brandman graduating large numbers of students each
year, this impact could be extensive across the regions where students live and work.
This study could consider what positions Brandman doctoral graduates hold and what
change initiatives they have led 1 year after graduation and 5 years postgraduation.
Recommendation 5: Replicate the Study in Other Universities
It is recommended that a replication historical study be conducted at another
public or private university for comparative analysis. Since this study focused on one
private university in California, the results may be unique to the context of the university
or the demographics and characteristics of the faculty working in the program at the
period studied. Studying the characteristics of innovative organizations is critical to
provide leaders models to learn from (Drucker, 2014). Accordingly, this study could
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examine the factors considered and decisions made in the design of the particular
doctoral program being studied through interviews with the faculty and examination of
university artifacts and relics.
Recommendation 6: Study the Role of the Faculty in the Doctoral Program at
Brandman Related to the Role of Faculty in More Traditional Doctoral Programs
It is recommended that a mixed-methods study be conducted to examine the role
of Brandman doctoral faculty related to the role of faculty in traditional doctoral
programs. The role of Brandman’s doctoral program faculty has been redefined from the
role of traditional professor. This role includes the traditional responsibilities of
instruction, curriculum design, research, and educational leadership, but it also includes
nontraditional responsibilities such as deep and personal mentorship, continuous
collaborative contributions and learning, and an agreed-upon publicly held unwavering
commitment to being a model of the leadership practices in which they so fervently
believe. The redefinition of this role has considerable implications for future innovation
and improvement in doctoral education. A mixed-methods study could examine the
impact of this role by investigating the perception of that role by doctoral staff as well as
examining the programmatic design of doctoral programs in organizational leadership.
This study could include a survey of five universities and interviews of a group of 8 to 12
key leaders from each university.
Concluding Remarks and Reflections
Innovation in the American University has historically positioned the United
States as a front runner in research and scholarship (Drucker, 2001). Continued
innovation in institutions of higher education today is critical to shape the leaders needed
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in the current marketplace; to serve the needs of today’s students demanding anytime,
anyplace learning; and to continue to influence social mobility in the world and nation.
During the time of this study, the pace of change in the world and the need for innovation
in our organizations and educational institutions relevant to the marketplace of today and
tomorrow has been seen at all levels of society.
Since this study began, the United States has seen organizations close their doors
due to lack of relevancy caused by failure to continue innovating at the rate of change in
the world around them. Unfortunately, oftentimes in higher education, students attend
and receive training for the world that existed yesterday. Conversely, it has been
refreshing to note, during this study, that innovation in higher education can produce
leaders who are positioned to lead in the way the marketplace demands. In essence
innovative higher education programs can better produce leaders who are innovative and
equipped to lead the organizations of today and tomorrow.
As I researched the Brandman doctoral program from an innovation theory
perspective, I was afforded an extraordinary opportunity to meet with the pioneers of the
innovative Brandman University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership. The
process and experience of conducting this study created an unparalleled experience for
me as the researcher. Through the qualitative interviews, I was provided the context to
talk with eight of the most humble and accomplished individuals I have been acquainted
with. These key leaders in the doctoral program are remarkable beyond words. They
have created the opportunity for themselves to collectively apply leadership and life
knowledge gathered over highly successful careers as senior-level leaders in order to
develop the next generation of leaders who will change the world.
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The participants in this study are committed to the work they are doing in this
doctoral program at all costs. The mission of the program is aligned with their fervently
held core beliefs and drives all facets of the program design and the manner in which they
interact with one another and the students they serve. As they shared their experiences
with me for this historical study, they each provided me with a profound and heartfelt
lesson on leadership. I am humbled by the transparency of these leaders to allow me as
researcher and you as reader a firsthand view into their work. Not only have I benefitted
from the Brandman doctoral program as researcher for this study but also as a doctoral
student of organizational leadership. I am indebted to the participants of this study and
the Brandman faculty and cohort mentors who have shaped me as a leader and person.
This study and the innovation in the Brandman doctoral program is, I believe,
generalizable not just to doctoral faculty across the Unites States, but also to doctoral
students, students of leadership in any type of organization, and leaders of public and
private institutions, from school site administrators to CEOs. The innovative educational
professionals in the doctoral program at Brandman University serve as models for
teachers, learners, and leaders. As an educator for over 25 years, I am deeply concerned
with the tradition and institutional lag that constricts our learning organizations.
Specifically, organizations of higher education created to develop tomorrow’s leaders
who are using practices that served yesterday’s leaders. I am encouraged to see the
passion and commitment of the Brandman doctoral team in reversing this trend.
I would like to respectfully close this study with a quote shared by Christine
Zeppos, Founding Dean of Brandman’s Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership
during an interview for the study. It is my feeling that these heartfelt words shared by her
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echo the personal journey that the design of this program represented to all who were
involved:
There’re so many beautiful memories that I have. Just so many touching
moments. I think when you pass the torch, that first time that the Alphas passed
the torch to the Betas and they created that new tradition, and it’s like you all are
my Transformational Change Project. And I just never thought it would be this
great. You always imagined this idea, but it becomes even greater because of the
people that you have around it to lift it up even higher. So there’ve been plenty of
those emotional moments of it’s my baby. It’s so many beautiful moments and
beautiful conversations with folks. It’s a pretty special thing.
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APPENDIX A
Brandman University 2011 - 2013 Strategic Plan Draft: November 1, 2010
History of Brandman University
Brandman University (formerly Chapman University College) is a member of the Chapman
University System. Chapman University, founded in 1861, is one of the oldest, prestigious
private universities in California. Known for its blend of liberal arts and professional programs,
Chapman University encompasses seven schools and colleges. Chapman University earned a
top-school ranking in U.S. News & World Report: America's Best Colleges 2010 and is one of only
100 American colleges and universities recognized by the prestigious Templeton Guide: Colleges
That Encourage Character Development. Chapman University enrolls 6,000 undergraduate,
graduate and law students.
The origin of Brandman University began with the first adult program at El Toro Marine Air
Station in 1958. Originally known as the Residence Education Center Program and later named
Chapman University College, the program served Marine Air Station military personnel.
Additional campuses were established based on other branches of the military requesting
degree programs for all military personnel. Currently, the majority of campuses are community
based, but the University does maintain 6 campuses on military bases.
Chapman University College was one of Chapman University's eight colleges. Although the
college offered quality programs to adult learners, the institution started to explore the possible
benefits of Chapman University College becoming a separate university within the Chapman
University System. Based upon a study of the viability of this new strategic direction, the Board
of Trustees approved that Chapman University College should start the steps toward becoming a
separately accredited unit of the Chapman University system. The separation was
recommended in order to better meet the educational needs of adult learners through
innovative flexible delivery options and relevant curriculum and degree programs.
On February 12, 2007 Chapman University submitted to WASC a Structural Change proposal
which provided details of the separation. On July 3, 2007, after a campus visit on February 28March 2, 2007, WASC approved the "Structural Change proposal to the effect that University
College will become a separately accreditable unit under WASC policy and operationally distinct
from the Orange Campus of the University". In May 2008 the University formally notified WASC
that the effective date of the separation would be June 1, 2008. In February 2009, following the
federally mandated site visit, WASC formally recognized University College of Chapman
University (UCCU) as a separately accredited institution.
While a separately accredited institution, UCCU became a part of the newly established
Chapman University System. This organizational structure was created to be responsive to the
divergent needs of today's student population. The System consists of Chapman University, a
149-year-old, fully accredited private university in Orange, California that is focused on the
needs of traditional full-time students; and UCCU, a separate, fully accredited institution that is
more flexible and responsive to the ever-changing needs of working adults and is dedicated to
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extending the Chapman education to adult students online and through a network of 25
campuses in California and Washington. In January of 2009, Joyce Brandman, president of the
Brandman Foundation and a strong advocate of education for working adults, gifted $10 million
to the UCCU to support its mission of providing working students with convenient access to a
quality education that is adaptive and relevant to their needs. In response to this generous
donation the Board of Regents agreed to change the name of the newly created institution from
UCCU to Brandman University.
Vision We will be the recognized leader in the evolution of adult learning.
Mission To provide students with a dynamic education based on excellence and flexibility that
creates lasting value and relevance for evolving careers.
Core Values
Respect -- Respect for each other, our students, our communities, and the environment.
Integrity - Our personal and professional behavior is guided by honesty, ethics and conscience.
Teamwork - By supporting each other, we can accomplish more than what is possible
individually.
Service-orientation - Through instruction and guidance we serve the needs of our students with
knowledge & skills, putting others before ourselves. Innovation - We value new, viable ideas
and rigorously promote them.
Strategic Planning Process
The planning environment is one in which American higher education is undergoing substantial
change. This change is being driven by many external forces that will require Brandman
University to be increasingly responsive to the needs of its students and efficient in the
deployment of its financial and human resources.
At Brandman University, strategic planning provides an overarching framework of organizational
goals and objectives, helping establish priorities, inform decision-making and develop annual
budgets. Flexibility is an important characteristic of the University's strategic planning process.
While the university clearly recognizes the need for a long-term perspective, the goals and
strategies set out in the plan are flexible. New goals may be added, either as a result of the
successful achievement of existing goals or due to changes in the environment. An attitude of
responsiveness encourages the Brandman community to continue to ask the right questions,
seek appropriate data and assessment measures, and adjust the alignment of its purposes, core
functions and resources.
Several steps define the strategic planning process at Brandman University. First and foremost
among these steps is securing the broad participation of the Brandman University community.
Over the past two years, Brandman University has sought input from all stakeholders in the
community, including the Board of Regents, the administration, faculty, staff, students and
alumni. This collaborative process began in late 2008 with extensive marketing/branding
research and vision/mission development process
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resulted in a new name, strategic positioning statement, vision, mission and core values. This
collaborative approach continued throughout 2009-10 with the development of the WASC
institutional proposal. On an ongoing basis, assessment of program learning outcomes and
institutional strategic indicators will be reviewed on a regular, systematic basis with the
Brandman Community.
In summary, the University's approach to strategic planning is reflective, data and assessment
driven, and, most of all, engaging multiple constituencies (including students, faculty and staff).
Market and Competitive Analysis
Market for Postsecondary Education
The U.S. market for postsecondary education is a large, growing market. According to a 2009
publication by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the number of postsecondary
learners enrolled as of the Fall of 2007 was 18.2 million and is expected to grow to 20.8 million
by 2017. Brandman University believes the forecasted growth in postsecondary enrollment is a
result of a number of factors, including the significant and measurable personal income
premium that is attributable to postsecondary education, and an increase in demand by
employers for professional and skilled workers.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau's Current Population Survey 2007-2008 American
Community Survey report, 65.2% of adults (persons 25 years of age or older) did not possess a
postsecondary degree in 2008. Of the 18.2 million postsecondary learners enrolled as of fall
2007, the NCES estimated that 7.0 million were adults, representing 39% of total enrollment.
Brandman University expects that adults will continue to represent a large, growing segment of
the postsecondary education market as they seek additional education to secure better jobs, or
to remain competitive or advance in their current careers.
According to Eduventures, an education consulting and research firm, the growth rate in fullyonline education significantly exceeded the growth rate in the postsecondary market from 2001
to 2006. We believe that the higher growth in demand for fully-online education is largely
attributable to the flexibility and convenience of this instructional format, as well as the growing
recognition of its educational efficacy. Additionally, Eduventures projected that the number of
learners enrolled in fully online programs at Title IV-eligible, degree-granting institutions would
grow by approximately 20% in 2009 to reach approximately 2.1 million as of December 31,
2009, and would grow to approximately 2.9 million by December 31, 2011.
Competition
The postsecondary education market is highly fragmented and competitive, with no private or
public institution enjoying a significant market share. Brandman University competes primarily
with public, private and for-profit degree-granting regionally accredited colleges and
universities. Our competitors include both traditional and proprietary colleges and universities
offering on-ground, blended and online programs, such as the California State Universities,
National University, Argosy University, DeVry University, Grand Canyon University, University of
Phoenix and Walden University and Capella University online. Many of these colleges and
universities enroll working adults in addition to traditional 18 to 24 year-old learners and offer a
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variety of distance education initiatives.

We believe that the competitive factors in the postsecondary education market include the
following: relevant, practical and accredited program offerings;
reputation of the college or university and marketability of the degree; e convenient, flexible
and dependable access to programs and classes;
regulatory approvals; qualified and experienced faculty; level of learner support; cost of the
program; relative marketing and selling effectiveness; and time necessary to earn a degree.
SWOT Analysis
Competitive Strengths
Heritage: Brandman University is a member of the Chapman University System. Chapman
University, founded in 1861, is one of the oldest, most prestigious private universities in
California. We believe that our relationship with Chapman is a competitive advantage that may
leveraged to build brand awareness and develop a strategic position in higher education that is
based upon flexibility, academic excellence and innovation.
Commitment to Academic Quality: We are committed to providing our learners with a rewarding
and challenging academic experience. Our commitment to academic quality is a tenet of our
culture, and we believe that quality is an important consideration to those learners who choose
Brandman University. Brandman University believes that our commitment to academic quality is
reflected in our curricula, faculty, learner support services and academic oversight processes.
The impact of this commitment is evident in the satisfaction of our learners, our high graduation
rates and low student loan default rates.
Academic Programs and Specializations Designed for Working Adults: Brandman University
academic programs are designed to appeal to and meet the educational objectives of working
adults in specific professional markets. Our specializations are designed to attract learners by
providing depth within a program that is typically unavailable in an unspecialized program and
by addressing specific competencies that learners can apply in their current workplace.
Extensive Learner Support Services: Brandman University provides extensive learner support
services, both online and on-campus. Our support services include: academic services, such as
advising, administrative services, such as online class registration and transcript requests; library
services; financial aid counseling; and executive coaching through our partnership with inside
Track. We believe our commitment to providing high quality, responsive and convenient learner
support services encourages course and degree completion and contributes to our high learner
satisfaction.
Experienced Management Team with Significant Business, Academic and Marketing Expertise:
Our management team possesses extensive experience in business, academic and marketing
management as well as public company experience, in many cases with organizations of much
larger scale and operational diversity than our organization.

Weaknesses
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Brand Awareness and Speed-to-Lead: As a new university, Brandman suffers from lack of brand
awareness which makes it difficult to successfully launch new degree programs in such a
competitive marketplace. Significant enrollment growth is hampered by the lack of an effective
customer relationship management system and call center in order to respond quickly to
prospective student inquiries, particularly for fully online students.
Lack of Program Diversity: The diversity of our program portfolio is too heavily weighted toward
education-related programs which are subject to cyclical demand. The Brandman University
offerings in business and health-related fields are new and therefore under-represented.
Evolving Organizational Structure and Communication: Like all organizations undergoing
significant change, the organizational structure (i.e., employee roles and responsibilities) must
be well-defined and understood, communication channels must be developed and employed on
a regular and systematic basis, and decision-making (centrally and on the distributed campuses)
must be congruent with our mission and strategic direction. As a new university with distributed
campuses, Brandman University faces unique challenges as it clarifies staff roles and
responsibilities, builds out its infrastructure and settles on shared services with Chapman
University, and continues to improve its internal communication channels.
Opportunities
Impacted State Universities and Community Colleges: The continuing state budget crisis has
forced the state universities to either extend the time to degree or close the pathway to degrees
for many deserving students particularly undergraduate students transferring from overcrowded community colleges.
Declining Reputation of For-Profit Institutions: Recent political scrutiny has called into question
the recruiting practices and quality of education of the for-profit institutions which may provide
an opportunity for enrollment growth assuming we can significantly increase brand awareness
and speed to-lead.
Military Enrollments: Brandman University has a rich heritage of serving the military and is well
positioned to grow military enrollments despite increasing competition.
Threats
University of Phoenix: Because of recent political scrutiny and pending Department of Education
regulations, the University of Phoenix is shifting its focus away from less qualified students and,
therefore, will pose a threat to the continued growth of Brandman University with respect to
community college transfer students.
Expansion of Online and Blended Programs: For-profit online universities are growing (e.g.,
Strayer and Ashford) at a time when traditional public and private universities are expanding
online and blended program offerings. A report published by the California Legislative Analysts'
Office on October 25, 2010 calls for expansion of online programs by the three higher education
segments (California Community
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Colleges, California State University and the University of California system) in order to improve
efficiency and improve access.

Goals and Strategies
Goal 1: Increase Brand Awareness and Enrollments
Strategy 1.1: Launch new alumni program, with particular attention to the first graduating class,
to nurture relationship with Brandman students, beginning with admission and continuing
through graduation and beyond, to enhance the value and reputation of their degree.
Strategy 1.2: Drive enrollments by effectively positioning Brandman University as the institution
that best meets the educational needs of working professionals through increased awareness of
(i) the prestigious academic heritage of the Chapman University System; (ii) innovative
curriculum and instruction; and (iii) student support services designed to increase access and
student graduation rates. In order to achieve this objective, the institution will focus its
marketing and related resources to develop the following market segments located near our
current campuses in California and Washington or online:
1.2.1 1.2.2 1.2.3 Community college transfer students; Military personnel and veterans; Large
corporate and governmental firms in the business, healthcare and education sectors.
Strategy 1.3: Increase enrollment effectiveness by:
1.3.1 Acquiring and implementing a new Customer Relationship Management System (CRM).
1.3.2 Contracting with a call center to respond promptly to student prospects.
1.3.3 Developing a next generation website.
1.3.4 implementing social networking best practices.
Strategy 1.4: Continue to expand outreach activities by partnering with businesses, community
colleges, healthcare providers, military and veteran's centers and other non-profit organizations.
Goal 2: Expand Marquis Degree and Certificate Programs in High Demand and Niche Markets
in order to build strong schools within Brandman University, and thereby drive enrollment
growth and diversify student enrollments.
Strategy 2.1: Develop new programs and certificates in areas where market research shows high
demand and an opportunity for competitive advantage through differentiation and/or pricing.
See Appendix A for a list of potential programs.
Strategy 2.2: Develop online programs and certificates in the following existing programs:
2.2.1 Credential Programs in Education
2.2.2 Master of Arts in Education - Education Leadership and Administration

322

2.2.3 Master of Arts in Teaching - Single Subjects
2.2.4 Master of Arts in Teaching - Multiple Subjects
Strategy 2.3: Launch new degree programs in Nursing including the ADN to BSN, BSN to DNP,
and MSN to DNP.
2.3.1 Plan and build a state-of-the-art Nursing Simulation Lab.
Strategy 2.4: Expand existing programs and certificates to campuses where demand warrants
expansion:
2.4.1 Master of Public Administration (MPA)
2.4.2 Bachelor of Business Administration (BBA)
2.4.3 Master of Business Administration (MBA)
2.4.4 Education Programs - Washington (Non-Credential Programs Only)
Strategy 2.5: Explore the feasibility of additional doctoral degree programs in areas where
market research indicates an opportunity to create a viable doctoral program(s) and enhance
the reputation of the university. See Appendix B for a list of potential doctoral programs.
Strategy 2.6: Expand Extended Education certificates bearing academic credit particularly at the
lower division level (e.g., supply chain systems) to create a pipeline of potential bachelor degree
seeking students.
Goal 3: Improve Student Success
Strategy 3.1: Establish Center for Engaged Teaching and Learning to: (1) become the leader in
developing and using the next generation of interactive electronic teaching and learning tools;
and (2) identify and promote teaching and mentoring best practices that engage faculty
(particularly adjunct faculty) and our adult students in the learning process.
Strategy 3.2: Promote student recruitment and retention through development of (1) one-stop
student, and academic services; and (2) information technology and related support services.
Strategy 3.3: Revise the General Education requirements to reflect market/employer demands
and integrate across the upper-division curriculum of all undergraduate degree programs.
Strategy 3.4: Ensure that all students: (1) understand degree requirements; (2) receive timely,
useful information regarding academic degree programs; and (3) receive effective advising.
Strategy 3.5: Develop a virtual learning commons in order to provide tutoring services (e.g.,
writing) for students, particularly military personnel and veterans, to ensure student success and
retention.
Strategy 3.6: Continue to improve programs and services based upon assessment results and
stakeholder feedback.
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Strategy 3.7: Conduct program review and revision to ensure academic quality, market
relevance and viability.
Strategy 3.8: Centralize scheduling and textbook orders in order to: (1) increase average class
size; (2) ensure that students have a timely pathway to a degree; and (3) receive the correct
textbooks in a timely manner.
Strategy 3.9: Explore the feasibility of establishing a "Distinguished Lecturer Series" in order to
create brand awareness and expose students to C-level leaders in select fields.
Strategy 3.10: Develop a virtual career development and networking center.
Goal 4: Become a leader in the education of military personnel and veterans.
Strategy 4.1: Develop MOUs or receive "invited school status" with military bases (particularly in
San Diego) to offer certificate and niche degree programs.
Strategy 4.2: Gain access to major military bases in Texas, Virginia, North Carolina, Kentucky,
Tennessee, Georgia, Florida, Colorado, and California to offer online programs, especially the
Veterans-to-College, BAAS and MAOL in Military Studies.
Strategy 4.3: Develop partnerships with community colleges with significant military
enrollments, including Central Texas College and Coastline Community College.
Strategy 4.4: Bid on the Navy College PACE program and USPACOM (Asia/Pacific) program.
Strategy 4.5: Develop partnerships with Veteran Centers for the Veterans to College and other
Programs.
Goal 5: Develop Organizational Capacity for Sustainable Growth
Strategy 5.1: Increase funding from fundraising and grants in order to support new program
development (particularly for the health and military related programs), access to higher
education and student success.
Strategy 5.2: Refine shared services by creating an institutional infrastructure to support
Brandman academic and administrative needs (e.g., Information Technology and Financial Aid).
Strategy 5.3: Review campus staffing models to enhance student services.
Strategy 5.4: Develop a position evaluation and salary administration program to ensure internal
and external market equity.
Strategy 5.5: Create an effective learning and development program linked to our performance
review program that: (1) promotes our vision, mission, core values and strategic initiatives; (2)
provides professional career development to enable Brandman to recruit and retain highly
skilled, student focused faculty and staff; and (3) establishes a culture that is dedicated to
student success.
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Strategy 5.6: Enhance organizational and communication processes (e.g., portal).
Strategy 5.7: Develop and implement an information technology (IT) plan to ensure that our IT
infrastructure meets our academic and student needs.
Strategy 5.8: Develop and implement a facilities plan to ensure that our facilities meet our
academic and student needs.
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APPENDIX B
Letter of Invitation to Participate
August 2019
Dear Brandman University Affiliate,
We are a team of doctoral candidates in Brandman University’s Doctorate of
Education in Organizational Leadership program in the School of Education. We
are conducting a thematic case study that will document the development and
implementation of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at
Brandman University and will chronicle the decisions that guided program
development, change, and the factors that influenced key leaders and decisions
from an innovation perspective of Bolman & Deal's model of organizational
development. The study is divided into two parts: Phase 1 beginning with the
concept, design and implementation of the Alpha cohort of 2012; and Phase 2
focusing on the development and evolution of the program from the Beta cohort
of 2013 through the Zeta cohort of 2017.
We are asking for your assistance in the study by participating in an interview for
Phase 1 of the study which will take approximately two hours and will be setup at
a time and location convenient for you. If you agree to participate in the
interview, you can be assured that you may inform any part of the interview that
you wish to remain confidential. While names of participants will be used in the
study per your consent, no names will be attached to any notes or records from the
interview that you specifically request to be kept confidential. All interview notes
will remain in locked files, accessible only to the researchers. No employer will
have access to the interview notes. You will be free to stop the interview and
withdraw from the study at any time. A transcript of the interview will be sent to
you for review to ensure accuracy of your responses. In addition to your
interview, I am also asking that you please share any documents, artifacts or relics
that support or elaborate upon your interview and you feel would be of
importance to this historical study. You are also encouraged to ask any questions
that will help you understand how this study will be performed and/or how it will
affect you.
The lead research investigator is available by email or to answer any questions or
concerns you may have at Jennifer Dinielli dini2201@mail.brandman.edu 805296-2651. Your participation would be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,
Jennifer Dinielli, M.S., Ed. Doctoral Candidate
Rebecca Farley, M.S., Ed. Doctoral Candidate
Encl: Definitions relevant to the study
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Bolman and Deal’s Four Frame Model: This model is a way to understand
leadership and organizational change. The Four Frames will be used to organize
and report data for this research.
Organizational change. An alteration of an organization’s form or function that
is so profound, the members of the organization must alter their perspective, actions, or
approach in order for the change to be sustained (Ackerman Anderson & Anderson,
2001, 2010a, 2010b; Collins, 2001; Collins & Porras, 1996, 2002; Kotter, 2014; KublerRoss, 1969; Rogers, 1962).
Structural frame. The structural frame describes the architecture of an
organization, including goals, strategy, metrics, rubrics, technology, specialized roles,
formal relationships, and the coordination of these into a structured organization chart
supported with policies, procedures and rules (Argyris 1998; Bolman & Deal, 2017;
Helgesen, 1995; Mintzberg, 1979; Thompson, 1967; Weber, 1947).
Human resource frame. The human resource frame describes understanding
people and relationships, including human needs, feelings, fears, skills, biases,
development opportunities, and the fit between the individual and the organization
(Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cable and DeRue, 2002; Collins & Porras, 1994; Follett, 1918;
Mayo, 1945).
Political frame. The political frame describes power and gaining access to scarce
resources through competition among individuals and groups based on diverse interests,
values, beliefs, behaviors, and skills (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cyert & March, 1963;
Gamson, 1986; Pfeffer, 1992).
Symbolic frame. The symbolic frame describes strategies for engaging people
through ritual, ceremony, story, play and culture (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Collins &
Porras, 1994, 2002; Kotter & Cohen, 2002; Hofstede, 2001).
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APPENDIX C
Research Participant’s Bill of Rights
BRANDMAN UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
Research Participant’s Bill of Rights
Any person who is requested to consent to participate as a subject in an
experiment, or who is requested to consent on behalf of another, has the following
rights:
1. To be told what the study is attempting to discover.
2. To be told what will happen in the study and whether any of the procedures,
drugs or devices are different from what would be used in standard practice.
3. To be told about the risks, side effects or discomforts of the things that may
happen to him/her.
4. To be told if he/she can expect any benefit from participating and, if so, what
the benefits might be.
5. To be told what other choices he/she has and how they may be better or worse
than being in the study.
6. To be allowed to ask any questions concerning the study both before agreeing
to be involved and during the course of the study.
7. To be told what sort of medical treatment is available if any complications
arise.
8. To refuse to participate at all before or after the study is started without any
adverse effects.
9. To receive a copy of the signed and dated consent form.
10. To be free of pressures when considering whether he/she wishes to agree to be
in the study.
If at any time you have questions regarding a research study, you should ask the
researchers to answer them. You also may contact the Brandman University
Institutional Review Board, which is concerned with the protection of volunteers
in research projects. The Brandman University Institutional Review Board may be
contacted either by telephoning the Office of Academic Affairs at (949) 341-9937
or by writing to the Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs, Brandman University,
16355 Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA, 92618.
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APPENDIX D
Informed Consent Form
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
BRANDMAN UNIVERSITY
16355 LAGUNA CANYON ROAD
IRVINE, CA 92618
RESEARCH STUDY TITLE: The History of the Doctoral Program in
Organizational Leadership at Brandman University from an Innovation Theory
Perspective
RESPONSIBLE INVESTIGATOR: Jennifer Dinielli, Doctoral Candidates
TITLE OF CONSENT FORM: Consent to Participate in Research
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY: The purpose of this historical research study is to
document the development of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership
at Brandman University from concept and design to initial implementation with
the Alpha cohort of 2012 through 2017. In addition, it is the purpose of this study
to chronicle the decisions that guided program development and the factors that
influenced key leaders and decisions from an innovation perspective of Bolman &
Deal's Four-Frame Model, structural, human resource, political and symbolic
frames.
PROCEDURES: In participating in this research study, I agree to partake in an
audio recorded semi-structured interview. The interview will take place at a
Brandman location, in a Zoom online meeting room, or at an agreed upon
location, and will last about an hour and a half. During the interview, I will be
asked a series of questions designed to allow me to share my experiences and
stories of the concept, design and/or implementation of the Brandman Doctoral
Program in Organizational Leadership that guided program development, the
factors that influenced me and decisions from an innovation perspective.
I understand that:
1. The possible risks or discomforts associated with this research are minimal. It
may be inconvenient to spend up to one hour and a half in the interview.
However, the interview session will be held at a Brandman location, in a Zoom
online meeting room or, or an agreed upon location, to minimize this
inconvenience.
2. I will not be compensated for my participation in this study. The possible
benefit of this study is to document the development of the Doctoral Program in
Organizational Leadership at Brandman University including chronicling the
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decisions that guided program development and the factors that influence key
leaders from an innovation perspective of Bolman and Deal’s Four-Frame Model.
The findings and recommendations from this study will be made available to all
participants.
3. Any questions I have concerning my participation in this study will be
answered by Jennifer Dinielli, Brandman University Doctoral Candidates. I
understand that Mrs. Dinielli may be contacted by phone at 805-296-2651 or
email at dini2201@mail.brandman.edu. The dissertation chairperson may also
answer questions: Dr. Keith Larick at larick@brandman.edu.
4. I may refuse to participate or withdraw from this study at any time without any
negative consequences. Also, the investigators may stop the study at any time.
5. The study will be audio-recorded, and the recordings will not be used beyond
the scope of this project. Audio recordings will be used to transcribe the
interviews. Once the interviews are transcribed, the audio and interview
transcripts will be kept for a minimum of five years by the investigator in a secure
location.
6. To document the history of the program, my name will be used in the study per
my consent. However, no names will be attached to any notes or records from the
interview that you specifically request to be kept confidential. All identifiable
information will be protected to the limits allowed by law. If the study design or
the use of the data is to be changed, I will be informed, and my consent reobtained. If I have any questions, comments, or concerns about the study or the
informed consent process, I may write or call the Office of the Executive Vice
Chancellor of Academic Affairs, Brandman University, 16355 Laguna Canyon
Road, Irvine, CA 92618, (949) 341-7641. I acknowledge that I have received a
copy of this form and the Research Participant’s Bill of Rights.
I have read the above and understand it and hereby voluntarily consent to the
procedure(s) set forth.

____________________________________
Signature of Participant or Responsible Party

________________________
Date

____________________________________
Signature of Witness (if appropriate)

________________________
Date

____________________________________
Signature of Principal Investigator

________________________
Date

330

APPENDIX E
Brandman University Doctoral Program History Interview Protocol
Script and Interview Questions
Team Interview Phase 1
Brandman University IRB

Submitted

August 2019

Interviewer: Jennifer Dinielli
Interview time planned: Approximately two hours
Interview place: Brandman University, Zoom meeting room, or other agreed upon
location
Recording: Digital voice recorder
Written: Field and observational notes
Make personal introductions.
Opening Statement: [Interviewer states:] Thank you so much for taking the time
to meet with me. I am humbled and honored to be doing this study and excited to meet
with you and hear what you have to share about the Brandman Ed.D. program.
In order to ensure uniformity across interviews, I will be directly reading this next
part. To review, the purpose of this historical qualitative research study was to document
the development of the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership at Brandman
University from concept and design to initial implementation with the Alpha cohort of
2012 through 2017. In addition, it was the purpose of this study to chronicle the
decisions that guided program development and the factors that influenced key leaders
and decisions from an innovation perspective of Bolman & Deal's Four-Frame Model,
structural, human resource, political and symbolic frames. This study is divided into two
parts: Phase 1 beginning with initial concept, design, and implementation of the Alpha
cohort of 2012; and Phase 2 focusing on the development and evolution of the program
from the Beta cohort of 2017. Our interview today will focus on Phase 1, the initial
concept, design, and implementation of the Alpha Cohort of 2012. Since this is a
historical study, I want to hear the stories of Brandman in your words as seen through
your eyes. As part of this study I will also be collecting artifacts such as planning
documents, and WASC reports to provide us with additional insight into the program.
Interview Agenda: [Interviewer states:] I anticipate this interview will take about two
hours today. As a review of the process leading up to this interview, you were invited to
participate via letter, and received an informed consent form that outlined the interview
process and the assurance of confidentiality. Names of participants will be used in the
study, but you can be assured that you may inform any part of the interview that you wish
to remain confidential. In addition, no names will be attached to any notes or records
from the interview that you specifically request to be kept confidential. We will begin
with reviewing the Letter of Invitation, Informed Consent Form, and Brandman
University’s Participant’s Bill of Rights. Prior to beginning the interview are there any
questions concerning the informed consent, if not please sign the Informed Consent.
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Next, I will begin the audio recorder and ask a list of questions related to the purpose of
the study. I may take notes as the interview is being recorded. If you are uncomfortable
with me taking notes, please let me know and I will only continue on with the audio
recording of the interview. After the interview, I will transcribe the audio recording and
you will receive a copy of the complete transcripts to check for accuracy prior to the data
being analyzed. Please remember that anytime during this process you have the right to
stop the interview. If at any time you do not understand the questions being asked, please
do not hesitate to ask for clarification. Are there any questions or concerns before we
begin with the questions?

Interview Questions
Brandman’s Doctorate of Education Program in Organizational Leadership
Phase 1: Concept, Design & Initial Implementation with Alpha Cohort of 2012
Background Information
1. What is your professional experience that brought you to Brandman?
Probe: What are the experiences that you think have been important to the
doctoral program? Can you share an example of this?
2. What was your role in the initial development and implementation of the program
with the Alpha cohort of 2012?
3. What is the most memorable experience you have had in your association with the
doctoral program?
4. As a faculty member/administrator, how is this program innovative compared to
other programs you have had experiences with?
Innovation Perspective
1. Why was the Brandman doctoral program created?
Political frame. The political frame describes power and gaining access to scarce
resources through competition among individuals and groups based on diverse interests,
values, beliefs, behaviors, and skills (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cyert & March, 1963;
Gamson, 1986; Pfeffer, 1992).
1. What were the factors that led to the creation of the doctoral program? How
would you describe the roles of those responsible for the development of the
doctoral program?
2. What was the vision, philosophy and values that guided the initial development
of the doctoral program?
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3. Were there barriers that had to be overcome to develop and for implementation
of the doctoral program?
4. How did politics play a role in decision making and resource allocation in the
initial development of the program?
Symbolic frame. The symbolic frame describes strategies for engaging people through
ritual, ceremony, story, play and culture (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Collins & Porras, 1994,
2002; Kotter & Cohen, 2002; Hofstede, 2001).
1. What important symbols and rituals were initially used to develop the culture and
achieve the goals of the program?
2. What was your role in initially developing support and enthusiasm for the
doctoral program from university leaders?
Human resource frame. The human resource frame describes understanding people
and relationships, including human needs, feelings, fears, skills, biases, development
opportunities, and the fit between the individual and the organization (Bolman & Deal,
2017; Cable and DeRue, 2002; Collins & Porras, 1994; Follett, 1918; Mayo, 1945).
1. How would you describe the roles of the initial core faculty?
2. What were the unique skills and experiences of the initial core faculty that led to
their selection?
3. Describe how people and relationships influenced the initial creation of the
program?
Structural frame. The structural frame describes the architecture of an organization,
including goals, strategy, metrics, rubrics, technology, specialized roles, formal
relationships, and the coordination of these into a structured organization chart
supported with policies, procedures and rules (Argyris 1998; Bolman & Deal, 2017;
Helgesen, 1995; Mintzberg, 1979; Thompson, 1967; Weber, 1947).
1. What is it that distinguishes the Brandman doctoral program from other doctoral
programs?
2. What are the unique learning opportunities and practices that students experience
in the Brandman doctoral program?
3. What do you see as the program’s most important initial structures and why?
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4. The Brandman doctoral program states that transformational change is important
to organizational success. How was this initially developed as an important
element of the doctoral program?
5. How would describe the most successful element of the doctoral program?
6. How would you describe the most critical barrier to success in the initial creation
and implementation of the doctoral program?
\

Closing
1. In considering the structural, human resource, political and symbolic elements of
the program, is there one or a combination that you perceive as having had the
greatest impact on the creation and initial implementation of the Brandman
University Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership?
2. Is there anything that I haven’t asked about that you think has been critical to the
development of the program or essential to innovation?
3. Do you have any other thoughts you think are important to understanding the
Brandman program?
4. This is the list of people I am interviewing. They were selected because they were
identified as key leaders in the concept, design, and implementation of the
program. Is there anyone missing from this list? Anyone else you think is critical
for me to interview?

Probes: Can you give me an example? Can you tell me more?
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APPENDIX F
National Institutes of Health-Protecting Human Research Participants
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APPENDIX G
Field-Test Participant Feedback Questions
While conducting the interview you should take notes of their clarification request
or comments about not being clear about the question. After you complete the
interview ask your field test interviewee the following clarifying questions. Try
not to make it another interview; just have a friendly conversation. Either
script or record their feedback so you can compare with the other two members of
your team to develop your feedback report on how to improve the interview
questions.
1. How did you feel about the interview? Do you think you had ample
opportunities to describe the development of the Brandman Doctoral Program?
2. Did you feel the amount of time for the interview was ok?
3. Were the questions by and large clear or were there places where you were
uncertain what was being asked?
4. Can you recall any words or terms being asked about during the interview that
were confusing?
5. And finally, did I appear comfortable during the interview… (I’m pretty new at
this)?
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APPENDIX H
Interview Feedback Reflection Questions
Conducting interviews is a learned skill set/experience. Gaining valuable insight
about your interview skills and affect with the interview will support your data
gathering when interviewing the actual participants. As the researcher you should
reflect on the questions below after completing the interview. You should also
discuss the following reflection questions with your ‘observer’ after completing
the interview field test. The questions are written from your perspective as the
interviewer. However, you can verbalize your thoughts with the observer, and
they can add valuable insight from their observation.

1. How long did the interview take? _____ Did the time seem to be appropriate?
2. How did you feel during the interview? Comfortable? Nervous?
3. Going into it, did you feel prepared to conduct the interview? Is there
something you could have done to be better prepared?
4. What parts of the interview went the most smoothly and why do you think that
was the case?
5. What parts of the interview seemed to struggle and why do you think that was
the case?
6. If you were to change any part of the interview, what would that part be and
how would you change it?
7. What suggestions do you have for improving the overall process?
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APPENDIX I
Institutional Review Board Approval
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APPENDIX J
Advisory Council Roster and Minutes
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Page 1 of 6

Brandman University School of Education
Creating the New Ed.D. Program ADVISORY COUNCIL INPUT
December, 2010 Results of Carousel Brainstorming
1. What should we consider in forming the vision for this program?
• Students first experience outcomes, goals, knowledge base. (7)
o Responsiveness to the field of OL.
• Educate the students for their future, not our past or present. (9)
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Provide a foundation skill to set to prepare graduates for very rapid
changes in CA & globally. (21)
Moral imperative to fulfill your purpose based on clearly defined beliefs.
(7)
Confidence, not arrogance. (4)
Community / making the world a better place (1)
High focus on ethics. (10)
Cutting edge technology, etc. Integration and application. (11)
University commitment to graduate through:
o Instructors write thoughtful, personal real recommendations and
meaningful to employer. (2)
o Ongoing support during and after program
o Graduates will equipped to lead! (3)
Start as a whole group, then specialize( elem - sec - Higher) (2)
Know what the candidate is getting involved: what is the "business" called
education (2)
Interdisciplinary:
o Prepares people to be successful (1)
o Educators with purpose (1)
o Highest quality graduates (6)
o Future thinking - proactive for change (3)
o Big picture - system focus (5)
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2. What knowledge, ideas, should a graduate of the program be exposed
to?
1. Political Parties, politics in general and their educational agendas, and how
can our students work with that? (17)
2. Need to know how to manage and lead paradigm shifts (funding, social,
political, service, etc.) to be fluent in a collaborative model. (3)
3. Be made aware of DuFours PLC (1)
4. Understanding of the process of decision making, problem solving. (Change
strategies) (5)
5. Difference between management and leading intentionality. (4)
6. Leader needs to understand, analyze, conceptualize, and create
organizational culture. (3)
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7. Communications Skills: (17)
a. Oral
b. Written
c. Technological
8. Internationall Global perspective in education practices (1)
a. To know and implement evidenced – based practices
• Entrepreneurial finance foundational knowledge. (9)
• Team building/ relationship building strategies (finesse) (12)
• Preparation for creative & innovative thinking (10)
1. Wall Street Journal
2. Emotional intelligence
3. Conflict resolution Strategies (3)
4. Team & group development (1)
5. Harvard Business School case studies
6. Jim Collins, Kouzes & Posner, Bohlman & Deal
7. Organization Developer
8. Gap Analysis
9. Ability to network
10. Instructional / PD
a. Books - need to be researched based
b. Outliers
c. Tipping Point
d. Switch
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e. Blink
f. The leadership Challenge
g. Presence by Senge et al
h. U - Theory - Schauer
i. - Leading with credibility Kouzes
j. What leaders really do
Journals
a. Wired
b. Tech Review
c. Harvard Business Review
d. Leader to Leader
e. Education Leadership
f. The Economist

3. What skills should a graduate have?
• Effective two way/ communication
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•

Written and oral communication skills (including listening skills) (14)

•
•

Team building (2)
Self Awareness/ Social Emotional intelligence (4)
o Values and ethical leadership
o Respect for self and others (2)
Building and leading strategic vision
o Building relationships (3)
Understanding climate and culture within organization and community (5)
Problem solving, innovation, solution finding (12)
Managing complexity (2)
Leading through chaos (rapid change) (9)
Modeling voracious learner Data driven decision maker in concert with
mission and values (12)
Manages conflict & provides difficult feedback
o Uses 21* Century Technology-open to new technology
Skills in coaching, mentoring, supervising, developing, evaluating, and
selecting staff (13)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Flexibility (1)
Enlisting, engaging others (2)
o Fiscal Responsibility
o Working with different stakeholders
Managing time creating balance for self and others (1)
Presentation Skills (Deal with public press etc.)
Resiliency
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•

o Prioritization : time, resources (3)
o Creating & maintaining shared expectations
o Identifying the right people for the bus & assigning the correct seats
Self-Confidence and the courage to follow one's beliefs (No Fear) (7)
o Making & managing change (1)
o Environmental scanning
o Working with boards (3)
o Working with unions (4)
o Professional communication including tech messages (Facebook/
Twitter)
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4. What are your thoughts re: the Research Capstone or Dissertation?
• Action research - done in the field (1)
• Address real problems/issues that make a difference (10)
• Skills built throughout the program to be prepared for it. Begin to think of
topic areas early on-but not decide on... (7)
• Strong mentorship Program (1)
o On-going Program support - writing, etc. (7)
o Cohort support (6)
• Faculty Support-Consistency & Training (10)
o Timely feedback during dissertation (on leadership skills as well as
dissertation)
• (9)
• Agreement to finish by students
o Committee/ member is current practitioner / with doctorate &
perhaps someone familiar with methodology
o Showcase finished product in different way - larger presentation (1)
• Dissertion Camp (10)
o Tech. Training Support
o Dissertation should be required for Doctorate, and integrated within
the program. (14)
• Rigor & relevance are required (12)
o Commitment to life - long learning & utilization of all skills,
associations collegial connections (10)
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5. What are your thoughts about the delivery model?
• Blended - online & in person (5)
• Supplemental services - online/ phone/ text (2)
• Working with people in person (2)
• Ultimately depends on the quality of the instructor / passion of student
(13)
o Assurance of representation of value of the program
• Organizational Development Focus (7)
o Problem-based learning - programmatic Clear beliefs & a PR
Component (1)
o Assignments reflective of the current organization (employment)
• Taking learning and applying In real - time to own/ others organization capstone where they apply learning (9)
• Mentorships / shadowing with recognized leaders offer a long term period
through the entire program (4)
• Two-Way assignments
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•
•
•
•
•

o Cohort (5)
o Shadowing opportunities - diverse (4)
o Emotional intelligence (1)
Mentors trained
Blending of education and business (5)
o Medical leadership
o Opportunities for breakout by specialization
Norms / standards for instructors and highly qualified instructors (11)
Cohesion of course work (2)
Collaboration of faculty Formative assessment of program & students is
continuous (2)
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o Opportunity to specialize
o Courses should be connected to build, not limited to 8 weeks
(thematic model)
•
•
•
•
•

(7)
Cohort option (select scheduling - Weekends - summer, etc.) (3)
Online component supports building
Face to face relationships(2)
Use of social networks (7)
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APPENDIX K
Faculty Curriculum and Academic Committee Meeting Minutes/Catalog Copy
2012-2013

Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership

Mission:
The Ed.D. Program in Organizational Leadership develops visionary leaders who are
creative agents of change in transforming their diverse organizations through
collaboration, innovation, positive influence, strategic thinking and a profound
commitment to lifelong learning.
Program Learning Outcomes:
1. Visionary Leadership: Create a vision of the future as an ethical agent of
change, who mobilizes stakeholders to transform the organization.
2. Diversity: Integrate the strengths that individual and cultural differences
contribute to create an organization that is equitable, respectful, responsive
and morally accountable in a global society.
3. Collaborative Relationships: Build a culture of trusting relationships and
purposeful involvement that supports critical and creative problem solving
and decision making through effective communication and conflict
resolution.
4. Political Intelligence: Generate organizational influence to ethically
advocate for causes and changes that will advance the organization's
vision and mission.
5. Strategic Thinking: Construct a systems-oriented learning organization
to develop, implement, and assess effective, futures-based plans that
facilitate innovation, problem solving and continuous improvement.
6. Creativity and Sustained Innovation: Develop a culture of divergent
thinking and responsible risk taking that harnesses the potential of
available human capital to transform the organization.

Degree Requirements
Admission Requirements
Admission to the Doctoral Program in Organizational Leadership may be achieved by
fulfilling the graduate admission requirements as stated in the catalog.
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1. Transcripts documenting successful attainment of a Masters Degree with a
minimum GPA of 3.0.
2. Submission of a portfolio consisting of the following: writing samples that show
graduate level communications and analytical skills; a resume showing leadership
experience, professional development, achievements awards, and professional
recognition; letters of reference from persons who can attest to the applicant's
ability to do graduate level work; and a letter of intent explaining reasons for
wanting to enter this program.
3. If the applicant is not in an administrative position, a letter must be submitted
explaining his/her plans for addressing assignments that involve working with
groups to develop work products.
4. All applicants must successfully participate in an intake interview with a doctoral
faculty member designated by the Associate Dean.
Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership

Transfer Credit Policy
Transfer credits from other degrees or programs will not be accepted.
Course Waivers
Course waivers will not be permitted.
Specific Requirements for the Ed.D. Degree
LIST OF COURSES (credits)
1. Preparing for 21st Century Leadership (3)
2. Writing for Research and Publication I (2)
3. Organizational Communication and Conflict Resolution (3)
4. Writing for Research and Publication II (2)
5. Team and Group Dynamics (3)
6. Quantitative Inquiry I (2)
7. Organizational Theory and Development (3)
8. Quantitative Inquiry II (2)
9. Strategic Thinking (3)
10. Qualitative Research Methods I (2)
11. Assessment, Evaluation, and Accountability (3)
12. Qualitative Research Methods II (2)
13. Ethical Problem Solving and Decision Making (3)
14. Creativity, Innovation, and Sustainable Change (3)
15. Transformational Change Field Experience (3)
16. Diversity and Intercultural Aspects of Leadership (3)
17. The Leader as Change Agent (3)
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18. Developing the Dissertation Prospectus (3)
19. Innovation in Resource Management (3)
20. Dissertation I (3)
21. Dissertation II (3)
Transformational Change Project
To integrate change theory into real world settings and provide an opportunity for clinical
practice, each student will design, implement, and assess a Transformational Change
Project (TCP), which will be operationalized in a real organization. The Transformational
Change Project will be introduced and explored in various courses throughout the
program.
In Strategic Thinking, students will develop a strategic implementation plan for the TCP.
An evaluation design for this project will be developed in Program Assessment and
Evaluation. Over two terms in Year 2, students will implement the TCP in selected
organizations. In The Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership.

Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership
Leader as Change Agent, the student will present findings and conclusions from the
implementation of the Transformational Change Project. They will also reflect on the
political dilemmas they encountered and how they might have improved outcomes with
ethical political strategies. At an upcoming Immersion, students will participate in a
Transformational Change Symposium, in which they display posters and artifacts related
to their TCP and present Recommendations for Further Research and Implications for
Practice.
ADVANCEMENT TO CANDIDACY
The Transformational Change Project and final paper will take the place of
Comprehensive Examinations and serve as one of three benchmark criteria for
Advancement to Candidacy; the other benchmarks are successful presentation of the
dissertation prospectus and the Leadership Development Plan based on 360 degree
feedback. Students will prepare a portfolio of all three components that will be presented
to a faculty review panel. Upon successful presentation of the portfolio and interview
with the faculty panel, candidates will be advanced to candidacy and allowed to petition
for a Dissertation Chair,
PROGRAM DESIGN
The Ed.D. Program is designed to serve the needs of working professionals. Courses are
organized around an 8-week hybrid format of face-to-face interaction and online
instruction. Individual online work and study will be augmented with extended activities
through cohort meetings, immersion sessions, and synchronous online meetings or
seminars. The learning environment is one of collaboration balanced with independent
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learning. Instructional strategies include experiential activities, large and small group
activities, presentations, discussions, and opportunities for real world application.
Additionally, online instructional strategies, delivered through Blackboard, include
threaded discussions, journals, wikis, blogs, readings, videos, links to web research and
resources, access to a digital library of books and journals, and the use of audio/video
synchronous and asynchronous multimedia tools.
Cohorts
Cohorts are a "laboratory for learning," in which students work together to develop their
leadership competencies. Students will be assigned to a local cohort with others in their
geographical area. Students who are in outlying areas may be assigned to a virtual cohort.
Each cohort will have a cohort leader, who is an adjunct faculty member and leading
practitioner in the field. These experienced leaders will mentor students in their career
development and lead students in dialogue and practice around the application of theory
and skills in the real world. Working in small groups, students will deepen their
understanding, build collaboration skills, and practice team work. Cohort leaders will also
coach and assess students as they develop individual action plans for leadership
development and serve as mentors in exploring and developing dissertation topics.
Students will meet with their local cohorts for six hours each term, scheduling to be
determined by the cohort members and leader.
Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership

Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership
Interdisciplinary Degree
The Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership is an interdisciplinary degree, integrating studies
from both Education and Organizational Leadership. It will draw on the latest theory and
best practices in both fields to offer a learning experience designed to produce 21"
century leaders who are capable of collaborating with others in designing innovative
changes that will transform their diverse organizations.
360 Degree Assessment
Each student will have the opportunity twice during the doctoral program for 360 degree
feedback on their leadership performance skills. In addition to a self-analysis, students
will request colleagues, supervisors, and subordinates respond to a confidentially
administered electronic survey assessing their strengths and growth areas. Students will
review the compiled results and develop an action plan to address growth goals. The
cohort leader will coach students on their plan and their progress in achieving personal
goals. This leadership performance assessment will be offered at the beginning of the first
year and again during the second year.
Immersions
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The program includes six immersions, where all students from throughout the program
will meet at the Irvine campus for extensive relationship-building with faculty and
students program-wide, presentations by expert speakers, and in-depth engagement in
learning. Immersions will introduce major themes for the coming term and culminate
learning from previous terms. They will offer an opportunity to receive guided practice in
mastering leadership competencies, which are the focus for the coming terms. Students
will be able to dialogue with faculty and experts from the field about the content they are
learning. Immersions also offer students the opportunity to get acquainted with faculty
members who may serve as potential dissertation chairs.
Dissertation Seminars
Strong support is provided for students in the dissertation process from the very
beginning of the program. Dissertation seminars are presented for a portion of each
immersion to offer coaching and support to students as they engage in the stages leading
up to the development of the prospectus. Faculty will offer workshops in qualitative and
quantitative strategies, library research, Internal Review Board (IRB) processes, literature
review strategies, and methodology support.
Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership

Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership
Thematic Dissertations
Students will be offered the opportunity to collaborate with faculty and other dissertation
students in developing a thematic research plan around a current problem. Each student
researches the problem from a different perspective but all members of the group support
each other in sharing literature sources, providing feedback on research design and drafts,
staying focused and moving forward. The faculty member will serve as Chair for the
students' dissertations; however, each student will write his/her own dissertation.
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APPENDIX L
Academic Affairs Committee Meeting Minutes

A meeting of the Academic Affairs Committee was held on Friday, April 22, 2011, in
conference room 326 at the home campus in Irvine, with the following participants:
REGENTS:
Dave Janes, Chair of the Board of Regents
Joann Leatherby, Chair of the Academic Affairs Committee
Vera Martinez
ADMINISTRATION:
Gary Brahm, Chancellor
Charles Bullock, Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs
Christine Zeppos, Dean of the School of Education
Patricia White, Associate Dean of the School of Education
FACULTY:
Kat Ringenbach, Chair of the Faculty Executive Committee
Nedra Davis, Vice Chair of the Faculty Executive Committee
Bill Hale, Secretary of the Faculty Executive Committee
CALL TO ORDER
Chair Joann Leatherby called the meeting to order at 11:10 p.m.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
4TH DRAFT OF THE FACULTY ASSEMBLY CONSTITUTION & BYLAW
The Academic Affairs Committee, Administration and Faculty Executive Committee
(FEC) discussed suggested revisions to the 4th draft of the proposed Faculty Assembly
Constitution & Bylaws.
Chairman Dave Janes motioned to approve the 4th draft of the Faculty Assembly
Constitution & Bylaw with agreed revisions subject to review by outside legal counsel
and Chair Joann Leatherby, Vera Martinez, and the Faculty Executive Committee (FEC)
voted in favor of this motion.
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The Faculty Assembly is expected to vote on the final draft of the Faculty Assembly
Constitution & Bylaws on May 16, 2011. The Board of Regents is expected to vote on
the final draft of the new Faculty Assembly Constitution & Bylaw on June 20, 2011.
PROPOSED DOCTORATE IN EDUCATION
Upon the recommendation of Vice Chancellor Bullock, Dean Zeppos and Associate Dean
White, Chairman Dave Janes, Chairwoman Joann Leatherby and Vera Martinez voted to
recommend approval of the proposed Doctorate in Education to the Board of Regents on
April 25, 2011,
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, Chairwoman Leatherby adjourned the meeting at
1:25pm.
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APPENDIX M
Board of Regents Meeting Minutes
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APPENDIX N
Three Year Financial Projection for Brandman Doctoral Program
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APPENDIX O
Doctoral Prorgam Proposed Course Sequence
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APPENDIX P
Cohort Mentors 2012-2013

Cohort Mentors 2012-2013

Campus

Brandman Email

David Vierra

Antelope Valley

dvierra@brandman.edu

Mary Lou Wilson

Fairfield

mawilson@brandman.edu

Cheryl Marie Osborne

Irvine1

osborneh@brandman.edu

Myrna Rivera Cote

Irvine2

mcote@brandman.edu

Sandy Mayo

Moreno Valley1

mayo@brandman.edu

Lafaye Platter

Moreno Valley2

lplatter@brandman.edu

Phil Pendley

Ontario1

pendley@brandman.edu

Martinrex Kedziora

Ontario2

kedziora@brandman.edu

Jeneane Prince

Ontario3

jprince@brandman.edu

Sharon McGehee

Palm Desert

mcgehee@brandman.edu

General Davie

Roseville

davie@brandman.edu

Nancy Lynch

San Diego

nlynch@brandman.edu

Esther Corral Carlson

Santa Maria

corralca@brandman.edu

Laurie Goodman

Visalia

lgoodman@brandman.edu

Pat Ainsworth

Walnut Creek1

painswor@brandman.edu

Steve Hanke

Walnut Creek2

hanke@brandman.edu
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APPENDIX Q
Inagural Fall Immersion Agenda 2012

Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership
Fall Immersion
September 1, 2012 – Day One
Morning Activities
7:00 - 8:00

Registration and Breakfast

8:00 - 9:00

Building Community & Introduction to Transformational

Leadership
8:00 - 8:30

Welcome & Introductions –Dr. Patricia Clark White, Associate Dean
Dr. Christine Zeppos, Dean, School of Education
Faculty, Cohort Mentors

8:30 - 8:45

Who’s in the Room? Dr. Pat White

8:45 - 9:00

Agenda for the Day – Dr. Pat White

9:00 - 10:00

Introduction to Transformational Leadership

Dr. Keith Larick

10:00 - 10:15 Break
10:15 - 11:45 Cohorts Meet in Assigned Rooms

11:45 to 12:45

• Self-Introductions using Purpose and Values Project
• Cohort Agenda
Lunch

Afternoon Activities
12:45-5:00

Key Note Speaker – Linda Ackerman Anderson
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Keys to Leading Successful Transformation
Evening Activities
5:30 - 7:30

Chancellor’s Reception

Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership
Fall Immersion
September 2, 2012 – Day Two
Morning Activities
7:00 - 8:00
8:00 - 9:30

Breakfast
Announcements and Community Building

8:00 - 8:15

Announcements – Agenda for the Day

Dr. Keith Larick

8:15 - 9:30

Community Building Related to Values & Vision: Finding our

Inspiration
9:30 -10:30

Leadership from the Inside Out
Dr. Keith Larick and Dr. Pat White

10:30 - 10:45 Break
10:45 - 11:45 Transformational Leadership Development Plan and Portfolio
Dr. Larick and Dr. White
11:45 -12:45 Lunch
Afternoon Activities
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12:45 - 2:45

Change Drivers
Dr. Larick
Panel Discussion: Dr. Pat Faverty & Dr. Jeneane Prince

2:45 - 3:00

• Assignment on Change Drivers
Break

3:00 - 4:00

Meet your Instructors: Assigned Breakout Rooms

4:00 - 5:00

Cohort Meetings: Cohort Breakout Rooms
•

Complete the Meeting Agenda Items from Day 1

Evening is Free.

Ed.D. in Organizational Leadership
Fall Immersion
September 3, 2012 – Day Three
Morning Activities
7:00 - 8:00

Breakfast

8:00 - 8:15

Announcements – Agenda for the Day Dr. Tamerin Capellino

8:15 - 10:15

Community Building related to Communication: “Tornado”
Introduction to Communication, Conflict and Crucial Conversations
Dr. Tamerin Capellino and Dr. Phil Pendley

10:15 - 10:30 Break
10:30 - 11:00 Introduction to Transformational Change Project
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Dr. Pat White and Dr. Keith Larick

11:00 - 12:15

Choosing a Dissertation Topic

Dr. White

Panel Presentation : Phil Pendley, Pat Ainsworth, Cheryl-Marie
Osborne, Nicole Simmons Johnson
Job Alike Discussions on Dissertation Topics
• Small groups meet in job alikes
Afternoon Activities
12:15 - 1:15

Lunch

1:15 - 3:30

ABD to Ed.D. Dr. Tamerin Capellino and Dr. Perry Wiseman

3:30 - 4:00

Culminating Activity
Closing Remarks

Dr. Pat White

Safe Travels Home!
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